A model to improve the effectiveness of the Occupational Health and Safety Inspectorate function relative to South African construction by Geminiani, Franco Luciano
 
 
 
 
A MODEL TO IMPROVE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
 
THE OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY INSPECTORATE FUNCTION  
 
RELATIVE TO SOUTH AFRICAN CONSTRUCTION  
 
 
 
 
 
 
BY 
 
 
 
FRANCO LUCIANO GEMINIANI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SUBMITTED IN FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE 
 
OF DOCTOR TECHNOLOGIAE: CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 
 
IN THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING, THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, AND  
 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AT THE NELSON MANDELA  
 
METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY 
 
 
 
 
PROMOTER:  PROF. J. J. SMALLWOOD 
 
CO-PROMOTER:  PROF. J. J. VAN WYK 
 
 
  
 
 
DATE OF SUBMISSION: JANUARY 2008 
 
 
 
ii
DEDICATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
THIS THESIS IS DEDICATED TO MY LATE BROTHER-IN-LAW GIORGIO 
BERTOLA WHO PASSED AWAY TRAGICALLY IN AN INDUSTRY RELATED 
ACCIDENT ON 19 AUGUST 1989.   MAY THE ALMIGHTY GOD BLESS HIM AND 
ALL THOSE WHO HAVE DEPARTED THROUGH INDUSTRIAL ACCIDENTS, AND  
 
TO MY NEPHEW SHAUN ANTHONY BERTOLA WHO PASSED AWAY 
TRAGICALLY IN A VECHILE RELATED ACCIDENT 
 
 
 
 
MAY THIS RESEARCH BE OF HEALTH AND SAFETY BENEFIT TO ALL WHO 
WORK IN THE CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
iii
 
DECLARATION 
 
 
 
 
I, the undersigned declare that the work contained in this thesis is my original work 
and that to the best of my knowledge this work has not been previously submitted in 
fulfillment of an equivalent qualification at any other recognised educational 
institution. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
………………………………..…….    ………………  
FRANCO LUCIANO GEMINIANI                                      DATE         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
iv
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
The successful completion of this thesis was achieved with the assistance, advice, 
support and encouragement of various persons. I would like to express my sincere 
gratitude to the following:   
 
• Professor J.J. Smallwood for his continued expert guidance, assistance, 
support and motivational inspiration as promoter. 
 
• Professor J.J. van Wyk for his advice, patience and inspiration as  
co-promoter.  
 
• The Rectorate of the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University for facilitating 
the research. 
 
• The Dean, Faculty Management Committee and staff members of the Faculty 
of Engineering, the Built Environment, and Information Technology for their 
assistance and support. 
 
• The Director of the School of the Built Environment for his continued support 
 
• The Head of Department and staff of the Department of Building and Quantity 
Surveying for their continued support. 
 
• Dr. J. Pietersen for his advice and assistance in statistical analysis and 
interpretation of the data. 
 
• The Unit for Research at the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University for the 
funding of the research. 
 
• Mrs. J. Thomas for her assistance relative to the search of data bases and 
websites for literature and information. 
 
 
 
v
• Mrs. D. Prinsloo for her assistance relative to the search of data bases and 
websites for literature and information. 
 
• Mrs. L. Lamprecht for her continued assistance in editing text and tables. 
 
• Mrs. N. Sam for her secretarial assistance with the questionnaires and 
postage thereof. 
 
• The late Dr. H. Boshoff for her assistance in formulating the research 
proposal. 
 
• Mr. T Szana of the Department of Labour for his interest and assistance with 
the provision of statistical data and information. 
 
• Mr. L. Matiwane of the Department of Labour for his assistance with the 
provision of statistical data and information. 
 
• To my father and my late mother for their encouragement. 
 
• To my wife Silvana and sons Luciano and Gianni for their inspiring love, 
patience and support during the research. 
 
• To my Almighty God for the opportunity afforded me to undertake the research 
and for his continued spiritual support. 
 
 
 
 
 
vi
ABSTRACT 
Irrespective of all the efforts made by the Department of Labour (DoL) and other 
relevant stakeholders to improve the performance of  Occupational Health and 
Safety (OH&S) in construction. In the Construction Industry, there is still a very high 
level of accidents and fatalities in South Africa. Injuries and accidents to workers do 
not help a community in any nation.  The construction industry in South Africa is 
generally known to be one of the most hazardous and has one of the most dismal 
OH&S records among all industrial segments with an unacceptably high level of 
injuries and fatalities resulting in considerable human suffering.  
A doctoral study was recently conducted with the aim of investigating the 
effectiveness and performance of the DoL OH&S Inspectorate in   South Africa. The 
empirical study was conducted among a range of stakeholders: civil engineering and 
building contractors; OH&S consultants; project managers; DoL inspectors; and 
designers by means of a questionnaire survey.  The methodology adopted in this 
study included the exploratory and descriptive methods, which entails the technique 
of observation including the use of questionnaires and data analysis.  
The salient findings of the study are presented and elucidate that the DoL OH&S 
Inspectorate is not effective in terms of OH&S relative to the construction industry in 
South Africa. Conclusions and recommendations included expound that the DoL 
OH&S Inspectorate is not effectively conducting their duties reinforcing the need for a 
reviewed OH&S Inspectorate model framework. The proposed structured normative 
model consists of fundamental elements which would improve the effectiveness of 
the DoL OH&S Inspectorate. The findings of the study with recommendations are 
included. 
 
KEYWORDS 
 
Occupational Health and Safety Inspectorate, Accident prevention, Effectiveness, 
Inspections, Legislation.  
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PREFACE 
 
 
“Health and Safety is no accident.” Immense planning, persistent following of 
standards and specifications and a dedicated cultural orientation are required to 
ensure health and safety standings.  The most important need of the hour is to 
increase OH&S efforts across a broad front, and build up a new organizational 
culture for health and safety (Coble, Hinze, and Singh: 1999) 
 
In attempting to substantiate the above statement, the aim of the study was to 
investigate the effectiveness and performance of the DoL OHS Inspectorate in the 
Republic of South Africa (RSA). In order to reach this goal, it was necessary to 
analyse the performance of the DoL Inspectorate within the South African context 
and to compare it with international OH&S norms and performances of other 
countries.  A further goal was to examine and compare the current OH&S model 
being applied and to develop a normative model to improve the OH&S effectiveness 
of the DoL Inspectorate.     
 
In order to address the research problem, as well as the sub-problems, a 
comprehensive literature study was conducted, by means of obtaining data collected 
from journals, conference proceeding and papers, reports, networking and obtaining 
information at conferences, locally as well as internationally, and gathering 
information and statistics generally from the global web sites.   
 
The empirical findings, obtained by means of the questionnaires’ largely contributed 
towards solving the identified problems and sub-problems, and also in identifying the 
shortcomings of the DoL Inspectorate. From a global perspective, the literature and 
the empirical findings indicate that the OH&S predicament in South Africa is not 
unique, but similar and compares favourably with that of other countries.     
 
Relative to the structure of the thesis, the study unfolds in the following sequence: 
Chapter one presents the introduction of the study incorporating the presentation of 
the main problem. This is followed by chapter two, which contains a review of related 
literature pertaining to the DoL OH&S function relative to construction and the 
collection of OH&S data from various national and international sources. The 
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research design takes the format of a literature study, postal survey’s as well as an 
analysis of the empirical data gathered.   
 
Thereafter, chapter three explicates the research design and methodology adopted 
for the empirical study, followed by chapter four, presenting the empirical data. The 
testing of the hypotheses, analysis and interpretation of the empirical findings is 
presented in chapter five.  
 
Chapter six focuses on the structuring of a model to improve the effectiveness of the 
OH&S inspectorate function, and the final chapter contains a descriptive report where 
conclusions and recommendations are presented integrating all the previous 
chapters. Thereafter, the Bibliography is presented in alphabetical order format as 
well as the Annexures, listing al Tables, and Figures.  
 
The findings obtained in chapter four, together with the model presented in chapter 
six offer some holistic perspectives of the effectiveness of the DoL OH&S 
Inspectorate function relative to South African construction.   
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CHAPTER 1:   INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 
 
1.1   INTRODUCTION 
 
The OH&S of the human being at work or on a construction site is a complex 
problem. The construction industry in South Africa is generally known to be 
one of the most hazardous, with an unacceptably high level of injuries and 
fatalities resulting in considerable human suffering. From general statistics 
released throughout the world and also from past historical perspectives it is 
clear that OH&S has always been problematic (Hinze, 1997: 3). 
 
Comparisons have often been made between the construction industry and 
other industrial sectors. When examining the nature of construction, the work 
is often performed under the most arduous and extreme climatic conditions. 
The terrain is generally not favourable to the safe movement of people, 
materials, and machines. Smallwood (2000: 20) states that various authors 
(Griffith 1995; Chan and Chan 1996; Hinze 1997) refer to the uniqueness of 
the construction industry when motivating commitment to OH&S. The authors 
further state that although many characteristics which result in the uniqueness 
of the construction industry may be found in other industries, the 
characteristics collectively provide a challenge in terms of construction OH&S.  
 
According to Strydom (2002: 40) the South African construction industry in 
2001 was regarded by the South African DoL as one of the worst performers 
in OH&S in terms of injuries and fatalities and was placed sixth in comparison 
with industries such as fishing, transport, forestry, textiles and mining ahead of 
it. Over the years the construction industry has consistently been among 
those industries with high injury and fatality rates (DoL, 2000: 45).  
 
Reducing occupational diseases and accidents would not only improve and 
save people’s lives, but it would reduce the hundreds of millions of Rand paid 
annually to victims of work related accidents and relieve the pressure placed 
on the country’s monetary situation.  
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Chick (1999: 28) writes that the DoL is set to revamp OH&S for the 
construction and building sectors following ‘unacceptably high’ levels of 
injuries and deaths. Is this truly the DoL’s intention? 
 
This study follows on the recommendations of a completed Master’s study 
evaluating OH&S programmes in selected contractors against a normative 
OH&S model. One of the findings drawn from the Master’s study was that the 
DoL was not carrying out their duties effectively (Geminiani, 1998: 136).  
 
Therefore, the purpose of this study is firstly, to identify what OH&S 
inspectorate functions are being carried out by the DoL and secondly, to 
develop a model to improve it’s performance and effectiveness in relation to 
the South African construction industry. A review of South African OH&S 
statistics is presented in the following section as background to the problem 
statement. This is followed by discussion on the Compensation Fund, 
comparative statistics from various other countries and the legislative history.  
 
1.2 SOUTH AFRICAN OH&S STATISTICS 
 
Attention and awareness to OH&S in the construction industry has increased 
in South Africa over the past decades. Although construction work has 
become healthier and safer over the years, there is still much to be 
accomplished. When recent statistics published by the DoL are analysed, it is 
notable that a considerable number of fatalities still occur each year in the 
construction sector. Table 1.1 illustrates that the construction sector has a 
high number of fatalities compared to other sectors of industry (DoL, 2001: 
19). 
 
Statistics released by the DoL and presented in Table 1.1 indicate that in 
1997, of the 6 267 work related accidents, 509 (8.1%) were in the construction 
sector, while of the 7 028 accidents in 1998, 675 (9.6%) were in this sector.  
Further statistics released show that of the 482 deaths in 1997, 74 (15.3%) 
were in construction and of the 584 deaths in 1998, 76 (13.0%) were 
construction related. This indicates a decrease of 2.3%. In 1997 deaths were 
up 4% on the previous year.  By comparison, according to the DoL Annual 
Report (2001: 19), of the 337 incidents that have taken place, 68 (20.1%) 
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fatalities occurred in the construction sector. This shows a decrease of 10.5% 
on 1998 figures (Table 1.2).  
 
It is notable that the DoL statistics do not include Motor Vehicle Accidents 
(MVAs) during the course of employment. These statistics are presented by 
the Federated Employers’ Mutual Assurance Company (FEMA) in Annexure 
9.  
 
TABLE 1.1:  Incidents & fatalities according to industry – 1997 to 1999  
                     (Department of Labour, 2000: 45) 
 
Incidents Fatalities Industry 
1997 1998 1999 1997 1998 1999
Agriculture and forestry 511   511   417     77     79     53
Fishing 2       1       7      0       0       1
Mining and works     20     22     22      4       0       0
Building and construction   509   675   482    74     76     62
Food, drink and tobacco   501   487   368    10     10     13
Textile   213   244   287      4       3       1
Timber   362   398   235      9     16     12
Printing and paper   215   147   156      2       2       0
Chemical   470   424   416      5     12     11
Leather     31     37     31      0       0       0
Glass, bricks and tiles   105   107       -      6       5       -
Iron and steel 1213 1291 1553    36     40     47
Diamonds, asbestos and bitumen     41     31       0      0       2       0
Trade   275   336   492      9     13     19
Banks, finance and insurance     21     28     72      1       2       4
Transport   977 1420 1473  179   237   280
Local authorities   578   626   470    49     50     37
Personal services, hotels     85     90     15    10     24       0
Entertainment and sport     15     17     36      1       1       4
Medical services     31     36     45      1       1       2
Professional services     36     33     14      0       0       0
Educational services     42     53     48      4       7       1
Charitable, religious and political      14     14     41      1       1       2
Not elsewhere classified       -        -   328       -        -     31
 
The Annual Report (2001: 19) of the DoL indicates that the construction sector 
over this period had the third highest fatality rate when compared to other 
sectors of industry; however, these figures are still unacceptably high. 
 
Table 1.2 reflects incidents and fatalities according to the DoL new industrial 
classification introduced in 2000. Statistics released by the DoL indicate that in 
2000, 337 work related incidents occurred in the construction sector. Further 
statistics released show that in 2000 there were 68 deaths. This indicates an 
increase of 9.1% on the previous year.   
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The Annual Report (2000: 19) of the DoL indicates that the construction sector 
over this period had the fourth highest fatality rate when compared to other 
sectors of industry. 
 
TABLE 1.2:  Incidents and fatalities according to industry – 2000  
                     (Department of Labour, 2000: 19) 
 
Industry Incidents Fatalities 
Incidents unclassified A 74 14 
Agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing  B 399 106 
Mining and quarrying C 9 3 
Manufacturing D 2 830 90 
Electricity, gas and water supply E 209 26 
Construction F 337 68 
Wholesale and retail trade, repair of motor 
vehicles, motor cycles and personal and 
household goods 
G 334 18 
Transport, storage and communication H 1 154 112 
Financial intermediation, insurance, real estate 
and business services I 74 3 
Community, social and personal services, 
private households, ex-territorial organisations J 497 51 
Representatives of foreign governments and 
other K 33 2 
 
Statistics released by the FEMA indicate that fatalities caused by motor vehicle 
accidents during the course of employment are also noticeably high. When the 
claims registered and finalised by FEMA statistics contained in Annexure 9 
(Table 1.1 and Table 1.2) are analysed, it is observed that during the period 
January 2001 to December 2001, a total of 47 fatalities are recorded with a 
total value of cost claims paid out, totaling R 4 230 291.38. In comparison, the 
period January 2002 to December 2002, indicates a total of 43 fatalities, with a 
total value of claims paid totaling R 7 904 816.21. This is a 53% increase in the 
total value of claims paid out compared to the previous year.  
 
The period January 2004 to September 2004 Annexure 9, indicates a total of 
42 fatalities, with a total value of claims paid totaling R 20 498 431.39. This is a 
substantial increase of 38% relative to 2002. The latest statistics indicate that 
the number of fatalities decreased to 30 for the period January 2007 to 
September 2007 with a total value of claims paid totaling R 14 820 789.06. This 
is a 72.3% decrease in the total value of claims paid out relative to 2004.  
  
The number of fatalities also indicates a 71% decrease relative to 2004. This 
clearly indicates that annual compensation is substantial and the number of 
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fatalities also remains unacceptably high. The question is thus asked: Can 
South Africa afford this huge financial loss? Would the new proposed 
normative DoL model alleviate the high costs being claimed annually? This 
study will attempt to answer the above questions.   
 
According to Labour Minister Mdladlana (DoL, 1999: 28) the DoL has 
repeatedly warned that the rate of workplace fatalities and injuries are 
unacceptably high. Mdladlana further mentioned that in 1996, the country had 
lost an estimated R17bn or 3.5% of gross domestic product as a result of work 
related accidents.  
 
Minister Mdladlana further commented that the signing of the accord was a 
culmination of a process launched last year as an OH&S awareness 
campaign, committing social partners to play their respective roles in the 
prevention of occupational diseases, injuries and fatalities (DoL, 2002: 1).  
Furthermore, the DoL has established a fifteen-point programme of action and 
is committed to addressing the respective interrelated challenges within a 
period of five years.  Point eight of this programme specifically aims to 
adequately deal with the negative consequences of occupational accidents 
and ill health of individuals, enterprises of the state, and to accelerate 
measures aimed at reducing accidents and improving the OH&S of workers 
(DoL, 2000 : 23). 
 
The statistics presented in Table 1.1 indicate that for the period 1997 to 1999, 
the number of fatalities per annum averaged 70.6 in the construction industry, 
whilst in comparison for the year 1994 the total number was 203. This 
indicates a marginal decline over the years, which could signify that efforts are 
being made to alleviate injuries and fatalities. However, these figures still 
remain unacceptably high. 
 
According to Szana (2007: 100) in South Africa, a person dies at a rate of 
between one every day or every 2 to 3 days. The industry average in South 
Africa assuming 300 000 workers equates to 44 deaths per 100 000. In other 
parts of the world this respective statistic is between 5 and 9 deaths per  
100 000 workers.  
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Szana (2007: 102) reports on and highlights consolidated statistics for March 
2007, and from recent ‘blitz’ inspections.  
 
• 923 construction sites were visited; 
• 1 273 employers were visited - principal and other contractors; 
• 604 employers were compliant (47.4%); 
• 669 employers non-compliant (52.6%); and 
• 962 notices were served: 41 improvement (43%), 766 contravention 
(79.6%), and 155 prohibition (16.1%).  
 
According to Szana (2007: 103) during national ‘blitz’ inspections conducted in 
March and April 2007, a total of 374 inspectors inspected 1 909 workplaces, of 
which 975 were compliant (51.0%) and 815 were non-compliant (42.6%).  255 
improvement (17.5%), 1 028 contravention (70.6%) and 172 prohibition 
(11.8%) notices were issued - a total of 1 455.  
 
According to Szana (2007: 104) during national ‘blitz’ inspections conducted in 
August 2007 on construction organizations, a total of 441 inspectors visited 
1415 workplaces, of which 759 were compliant (53.6%) and 829 were non-
compliant (58.6%). 86 improvement (6.2%), 1015 contravention (73.1%), and 
287 prohibition notices (20.6%) were issued - a total of 1 388.   
 
Judging by the above report, it appears that efforts are being undertaken to 
improve the OH&S dilemma and reduce injuries and fatalities. As inspections 
are generally reactionary, it appears that the DoL Inspectorate is attempting to 
be proactive, in alleviating the OH&S situation in South Africa.  
 
According to Makhonge (2005: 33) the challenges facing the inspection 
system in Kenya is that the traditional approach which has being practiced for 
a long period of time results in the occupier of a factory primarily waiting for a 
government inspector to inspect and point out a contravention against the law, 
on occasions requiring that the occupier be taken to court before any tangible 
improvements are made. If no inspector visits the factory, the workplace 
OH&S improvements implemented by the employer are usually very basic.  
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Accident prevention instead relies on sampling the mass of OH&S related 
behaviours which occur upstream and which precede any particular incident. 
Table 2.1 in Chapter 2, illustrates the upstream → downstream sequence 
postulated by Krause (1993: 40) - culture at the upstream end influences 
management system, which influences exposure, which may or may not result 
in incidents at the end point. It is also notable that ‘inspections’, an important 
function of the DoL inspectorate are positioned within the management 
system and exposure phases and occur downstream of culture.  
 
Table 1.3 indicates the nature and extent of the injury and fatality problem in 
South African construction in terms of the number of injuries per working day 
and per R100million of construction completed (Smallwood, 2000: 21).  
 
TABLE 1.3:  Injuries per working day and per R100million of 
construction completed in South Africa for the year 1994 
(Smallwood, 2000: 22) 
 
No. of Injuries Class of Injury Total No. 
Working day R100m Construction 
completed 
Fatalities 203 0.88 1.08
Permanent disablement 657 2.86 3.50
Temporary disablement 5 038 21.90 26.84
Medical aid cases 9 808 42.64 52.25
 
1.3   COMPENSATION FUND 
 
The Compensation Commissioner (CC) reports that the Compensation Fund 
(CF) is a component within the DoL, administering the Compensation for 
Occupational Injuries and Diseases Act (COIDA).  The main objective of this 
Act is “to provide for compensation for disablement caused by occupational 
injuries or diseases sustained or contracted by workers in the course of 
employment, or for death resulting from such injuries or diseases.” (CC, 2000: 
1)  
 
The prime objective of the sub-directorate of compensation is to manage 
compensation payments, namely pension payments, and lump sum payments 
in respect of temporary, total disablement or loss of salary. 
 
According to the CC (2000: 8), the Act requires employers to report 
occupational injuries within seven days of such injuries being reported, and 
occupational diseases within fourteen days of diagnosis.  
 
The claims ratio is calculated by using the following formula: 
 
Claims ratio =     Compensation Claims      
                           Compensation Assessments 
 
Table 1.4 illustrates the number of accidents reported for the period 1996 / 97 
to 2000 / 01. The table indicates the total amount of cases processed by the 
Accident Fund and also the number of employers that received exemption.  
 
TABLE 1.4:  Accidents reported for the period 1996 / 97 to 2000 / 01 
                     (CC, 2001: 10)    
 
Year Accident Fund Exempted 
Employers 
Total 
1996/97 242 782 23 377 266 159
1997/98 261 841 28 111 289 952
1998/99 244 370 24 889 269 259
1999/00 220 753 21 373 242 126
 2000/01 202 299 21 316 223 615
 
 
TABLE 1.5:  Compensation awards for the period 1996 to 2003 
                     (CC, 2003: 10)        
 
Year Number 
1996/97      102 879 
1997/98        86 903 
1998/99        60 647 
1999/00        62 504 
2000/01        60 757 
2001/02        45 236 
2002/03        42 693 
 
It is notable that the number of awards both compensation and medical, 
decreased by 21.9% for the year 2001, compared with an increase of 2.1% in 
the previous year. The number of awards for compensation also shows a 
decrease of 2.8% from R 62 504 to R 60 757. Other salient statistics 
according to Smallwood (2000: 22) are as follows: 
 
• the Disabling Injury Incidence Rate (DIIR) of 2.03 in 1990 means that  
2.03 workers per 100 received disabling injuries (CC, 1995), and 
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• when the Severity Rate (SR) of 1.93 in 1990 is multiplied by 2, it means  
3.86 (1.93 x 2) days were lost per worker (CC, 1995).   
 
According to the CC Report (1999: 5) the SR was 2.28 (1.14 x 2). This shows 
a decrease of 59% on the 1995 figures.  
 
The SR is relative to 1 000 hours worked, whereas the average worker works 
2 000 hours per year hence the multiplier of 2: 
 
• it is notable that the DIIR rate also declined to 4.89 in 1999 from 6.57 in  
1998; the total of 1 620 046 days lost as a result of fatal and non-fatal 
accidents in 1990 is the equivalent of 6 983 worker-days lost for every 
worker-day (FEM and CC, 1994), and 
• the fatality Rate in 1990 was 53.51 / 100 000 workers (CC, 1995). 
 
Current records also show that various accidents have taken place in South 
Africa over the past eight years. One of the most recent construction related 
accidents occurred at the Brooklyn Mall in Pretoria, where a roof collapsed, 
resulting in fatalities (DoL, 2002: 1).  The following constitute other notable 
accidents in the past decade: 
 
• Pretoria North slab collapse, 1996 (Construction World, 1999: 3); 
• Investec scaffold collapse, 1997 (Construction World, 1999: 3); 
• Bushbuck Ridge bridge collapse, 1998 (Construction World, 1999: 3); 
• Kokstad prison crane accident, 1999 (Construction World, 1999: 3); 
• Bridge collapse, N1 highway, Pretoria bypass,  2002 (Cull, 2002:10); 
• N1 highway, Warmbaths, construction worker run over,  2002 (Le Roux,  
2002: 1); 
• Northpark Centre structure collapse, Pretoria,  2002 (Carstens, 2002: 2);  
• Randburg Mall scaffold collapse, Johannesburg,  2002 (Construction 
World, 1999: 3); 
• Coega, Port Elizabeth, bridge support work collapse,  2003 (Van Staden,  
and Mkokeli, 2003:1);  
• Cape High Court, Cape Town, scaffold collapse,  2007 (www.iol.co.za), 
and   
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• Woodmead. Johannesburg. Concrete truck accident, 2007 (The Star, 
2007: 3).  
 
However, records also show that South Africa is not the only country where 
notable accidents have taken place in the past decade. The following 
international accidents are noted: 
 
• Stadium scaffolding collapse Sari, Iran, 2001 
(http://archives.cnn.com/2001/WORLD/meast/05/07/iran.collapse/); 
• Partially constructed Highway bridge collapse, Madrid, Spain, 2005 
(http://www.cnn.com/2005/WORLD/europe/11/07/spain.bridge.collapse/
index.html); 
• Linking bridge collapse, Monrovia, Liberia, 2006 
(http://www.iol.co.za/index.php?from=rss_Africa&set_id=1&click_id=68
&art_id=qw1162969023316B241); 
• Minneapolis highway bridge collapse, 2007 (The Herald Tribune, 2007: 
1) 
http://en.wikinews.org/wiki/Death_toll_up_to_five_in_Minneapolis_bride
collapse), and  
• Scaffold Collapse, Pasadena, America, 2007 
(http://www.knbc.com/news/13851726/detail.html?rss=la&psp=news). 
 
According to the COID Report (1998: 1) with regards to the 1998 statistics, it 
is notable that the accident statistics for the year 1998 were closed off on 6 
November 2002, a delay of approximately four years.  
 
The abovementioned report also indicates that a total of 212 481 Accident 
Fund (AF) cases were finalised on this date.  76 585 cases were also reported 
during 1998 for other insurance carriers, totaling 289 066 cases in respect of 
which compensation and / or medical aid was paid. Of these, 9 297 were 
industrial cases and in addition to these 6 307 claims were repudiated.  
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TABLE 1.6:  Extent of disablement according to Industry – number of  
cases shown as a percentage of total industrial group 
(Compensation for Occupational Injuries and Diseases 
Report, 1998: 1)    
        
Class Industry Cases 
(No.) 
 
Medical 
Aid 
% 
Temporary 
Disablement 
% 
Permanent 
Disablement 
% 
Fatal 
 
% 
1 Agriculture and 
Forestry 19 388 66.5 30.7 2.4 0.5
2 Fishing 557 47.6 47.0 2.7 2.7
3 Mining 6 819 61.6 33.1 5.4 0.5
4 Building and 
Construction 16 595 73.4 23.4 2.6 0.7
5 Food, Drink 
and Tobacco 14 392 72.7 24.5 2.5 0.3
6 Textiles 5 583 73.4 24.6 1.9 0.1
7 Wood 11 252 68.8 27.7 3.3 0.2
8 Printing and 
Paper 2 784 72.9 24.6 2.4 0.2
9 Chemical 9 024 76.4 20.4 3.0 0.1
10 Leather 1 082 71.3 26.9 1.6 0.3
11 Glass, Bricks 
and Tiles 4 672 72.9 24.0 2.8 0.3
12 Iron and Steel 40 760 77.4 19.3 3.1 0.2
13 Diamonds, 
Asbestos and 
Bitumen 
420 70.2 22.9 6.0 1.0
14 Trade and 
Commerce 23 619 77.3 20.6 1.7 0.3
15 Banking, 
Finance and 
Insurance 
692 78.3 19.4 1.7 0.6
16 Transport 22 133 66.1 30.8 2.2 0.8
17 Local 
Authorities 8 701 73.1 25.1 1.4 0.4
18 Personal 
Services, 
Hotels 
12 361 76.1 21.5 1.5 0.9
19 Entertainment 
and Sport 983 77.2 21.0 1.4 0.4
20 Medical 
services 3 989 87.8 11.3 0.8 0.2
21 Professional 
Services 1 505 75.1 22.5 1.7 0.7
22 Educational 
Services 2 407 70.2 28.4 1.1 0.3
23 Charitable, 
Religious, 
Political and 
Trade 
Organisations 
1 763 76.5 22.2 1.3 0.1
 TOTAL 212 481 73.0 24.1 2.5 0.4
 
Observing the number of cases shown as a percentage of total industrial 
groups, it is then also evident that the building and construction industry 
remains among the top sectors in respect of the extent of disablement.  
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The report indicates that the construction sector over this period ranked fourth 
after industries such as fishing, transport, diamonds, and personal services.  
Table 1.6 shows the extent of disablement according to the various industries 
during the year 1998. 
 
1.4 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 
 
St John Holt (2001: 13) states that there are many good reasons for 
measuring H&S performance. Measuring can enable management to: 
 
• identify the casual factors involved in injury and loss; 
• locate areas where controls are not working adequately; 
• have a basis for comparing trends; 
• describe the level of health and safety within the organization; 
• predict future health and safety problems; 
• evaluate the success of the control programme; 
• maximise cost-effectiveness of decisions on the allocation of resources; 
• assess the costs and injuries and losses, and  
• benchmark against other similar organizations.   
 
1.4.1    Accident and Severity Rates  
 
Accident frequency and severity rates are the two essential standards 
required for reviewing accident statistics. These rates show on average how 
often disabling injuries occur in any particular industry - the accident 
frequency rate, and also the seriousness of the time loss involved - the 
accident severity rate.  
 
The formulae for calculating frequency and severity rates enable the 
computation of the rates used most often in all sectors of industry including 
the construction industry. 
 
The frequency rate is calculated by using the following formula: 
 
Disabling Injury Incidence Rate (DIIR) =  No. of Disabling Injuries x 200 000 
                                                                  No. of Hours worked 
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The frequency rate assists management to determine how frequent disabling 
injuries occur and what steps need to be taken to remedy the situation. 
 
The severity rate is calculated by using the following formula: 
 
Lost Workdays Severity Rate (LWSR) =   No. of Workdays Lost x 200 000 
                                                                  No. of Hours Worked  
 
The severity rate indicates to management the seriousness of the disabling 
injury and the amount of time that will be lost by the worker.  
 
TABLE1.7:   Frequency rates for lost time accidents per Industry 
                  (Compensation Commissioner, 1998: 11-12)             
 
Frequency Rate Frequency Rate Industry 
1998 1997 
Fishing 27.4 23.1 
Mining 12.9 14.9 
Wood 10.3 11.4 
Glass, Bricks and Tiles 8.8 10.0 
Transport 8.7 9.8 
Iron and Steel 6.8 7.9 
Building and Construction 6.5 6.5 
Food, Drink and Tobacco 6.4 7.5 
Local Authorities 5.5 6.6 
Chemical 4.9 5.7 
All industries 4.7 5.4 
Agriculture and Forestry 4.6 5.2 
Printing and paper 4.3 5.2 
Leather 3.8 4.5 
Textiles 3.5 3.1 
Trade and Commerce 3.0 3.4 
Personal Services and Hotels 2.7 3.1 
Entertainment and Sport 2.6 2.6 
Diamonds, Asbestos and 
Bitumen 2.5 3.1 
Charitable, Religious, Political 
and Trade Organisations 2.2 2.2 
Educational Services 2.0 2.5 
Medical services 1.1 2.3 
Professional Services 0.9 1.0 
Banking, Finance and 
Insurance 0.5 0.7 
 
According to the COID Report (CC, 1998: 11), the latest statistics available 
regarding the average hours worked is for the year 1997. A sample of  
1 681 597 (office staff excluded) was taken from the manufacturing and 
construction industry in 1997. The average hours worked per week were 
extracted and the average time worked during 1998 was calculated by 
multiplying the average weekly hours by 50.  
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Due to the lack of risk exposure data being available for the other industries, 
the average hours exposed to risk of the above sample was used in the case 
of the remaining industries. Certain industries in the tables were not 
represented in the sample and the general exposure figure was applied. The 
average time worked per industry was assumed to be constant during 1997 
and therefore when multiplied by the total number of workers in the industry 
1998 the number of hours of exposure were determined. 
 
TABLE 1.8:    Severity rates for lost time per Industry 
                    (Compensation Commissioner, 1998: 12-13)             
 
Severity Rate Severity Rate Industry 
1998 1997 
Fishing 9.8 1.6 
Mining 2.6 3.4 
Wood 1.2 1.3 
Glass, Bricks and Tiles 1.2 1.3 
Transport 1.9 1.9 
Iron and Steel 1.0 1.1 
Building and Construction 1.5 1.3 
Food, Drink and Tobacco 0.9 1.1 
Local Authorities 0.8 1.0 
Chemical 0.6 0.7 
All industries 0.8 0.9 
Agriculture and Forestry 0.6 0.8 
Printing and paper 0.4 0.5 
Leather 0.4 0.2 
Textiles 0.2 0.2 
Trade and Commerce 0.4 0.5 
Personal Services and Hotels 0.8 1.0 
Entertainment and Sport 0.4 0.2 
Diamonds, Asbestos and Bitumen 1.1 1.2 
Charitable, Religious, Political and 
Trade Organisations 0.1 0.1 
Educational Services 0.2 0.3 
Medical services 0.1 0.2 
Professional Services 0.2 0.3 
Banking, Finance and Insurance 0.1 0.1 
 
Table 1.7 indicates that the fishing industry in 1997 and 1998 consecutively 
had a frequency rate higher than any other industry and was followed by 
mining and the wood industry.  The building and construction industry has 
remained constant between 1997 and 1998 with an average rate of 6.5 and 
was ranked seventh respectively. 
 
The severity rate indicates the number of days that are lost due to accidents 
for every 1 000 hours worked. This indicates the seriousness of the disabling 
injury and the amount of time lost by the worker.  
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When comparing accident severity rates in Table 1.8, it is once again noticed 
that the industry with the highest severity rate is fishing, followed by mining 
and transport. 
 
The building and construction industry recorded 1.37 and 1.59 in 1997 and 
1998, respectively and was ranked seventh for this period. Although the 
construction industry has remained fairly constant with an average of 1.48 
over this period, the severity rate is still unacceptably high. The total number 
of man-days lost as a result of the 1998 accidents for all carriers is shown in 
Table 1.9. 
 
TABLE 1.9:  Total number of days lost as a result of accidents in 1998 
(Compensation Commissioner, 1998: 8)               
 
Cases Days 
Reported  1 805 992 
Unreported  109 635
Permanent and fatal  16 737 276
Total 18 652 903
 
At the signing of the OH&S accord in Midrand, the Labour Minister reiterated 
that business will need to go beyond compliance in order to underpin the new 
Safety Health and Environment (SH&E) accord signed with government and 
labour (Mdladlana, 2002: 7).  
 
The accord was signed between organised labour represented by the 
Congress of South Africa Trade Unions (COSATU), National Congress of 
Trade Unions (NACTU) and the Federation of Unions of South Africa 
(FEDUSA), organized business represented by Business South Africa (BSA) 
and National African Federated Chamber of Commerce (NAFCOC) as well as 
the DoL, binding each signatory to working towards creating an environment 
conducive to the promotion of healthy OH&S in the workplace.  Government 
has endeavoured to provide a legislative framework, develop programmes 
aimed at preventing OH&S accidents, provide inspectorate services and 
support to those affected by accidents.  
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The new accord according to Minister Mdladlana, also declares that “Together in 
Partnership “, the DoL will strive to realise the following ideals: 
 
• a healthy and safe working environment; 
• development of best practices in OH&S, and 
• elimination of incidents and fatalities in the workplace. 
 
Having placed OH&S on top of the agenda, government has undertaken to set 
aside resources to train OH&S inspectors in order to increase their capacity to 
carry out their work competently. The question can thus be asked: Is this 
being done?  
 
TABLE 1.10:  Employment and Vacancies by Programme – 2002 
                       (Department of Labour, 2003: 8)    
 
Programme Establishment Employees 
(No.) 
Vacancy rate 
(%) 
Administration 426 321 24.6
Occupational Health & Safety  46 24 47.8
Social Insurance 1 060 958 9.6
Employment & Skills 
Development 422 355 15.8
Labour Relations 124 74 40.3
Labour Market Policy 10 10 -
Service Delivery 5 060 4 284 15.6
Auxiliary  services 42 35 16.6
TOTAL 7 206 6 061 15.9
 
The Minister further states that the DoL embraces the principles enshrined in 
the International Labour Organisation (ILO) convention 155 and 176, covering: 
 
• integrational management; 
• corporate culture; 
• awareness; 
• enabling legislation, and 
• training and co-operation. 
 
According to Strydom (2002: 40) a major contributing factor to the poor record 
of the construction industry is the scarcity of OH&S inspectorate expertise.  
 
There is but a small band of OH&S inspectorate personnel employed, as well 
as a scarcity of OH&S practitioners and consultants active in the construction 
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industry due to the low priority that employers place on OH&S, as well as the 
poor remuneration offered as a consequence of this.  
 
Strydom (2002: 41) further states that the DoL, is for a variety of reasons, 
experiencing a serious staff shortage, high turnover of staff and a lack of 
experienced skilled staff. This has led to a situation where employers no 
longer believe that the DoL has any ‘teeth’ and consequently OH&S in the 
workplace is suffering. The vacancy rate is presented in Table 1.10. 
 
Within this context, it appears that the DoL inspectorate is understaffed and 
not carrying out its duties effectively with regards to OH&S in the construction 
industry. It is therefore important and urgent that this matter be addressed and 
that a well-researched model be developed and implemented, which would 
assure and improve the effectiveness of the DoL inspectorate, which would 
ultimately lead to a reduction in accidents and improve OH&S statistics.   
 
Accident prevention relies instead on sampling the mass of OH&S related 
behaviours which lie upstream and which precede any particular incident.  
 
Table 2.1 illustrates the upstream → downstream sequence postulated by 
Krause (1990: 40) - culture at the upstream end influences management 
system, which influences exposure, which may or may not result in incidents 
at the end point.  
 
It is also notable that ‘inspections’, an important function of the DoL 
inspectorate is positioned within management system and exposure and 
occurs downstream of culture.  
 
1.5   INTERNATIONAL LABOUR ORGANISATION 
 
Established in 1919, and since 1946 a member of the United Nations 
Organization (UNO), the ILO has focused on workplace issues, actively 
seeking to create decent work for all, which is freely chosen and performed in 
an environment of equity, security and human dignity.  
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While promoting individual and collective rights at work, social protection and 
occupational OH&S, the ILO encourages social dialogue and supports an 
open and constructive industrial relations policy between governments, 
employers and workers. The ILO conducts research into these and a range of 
other issues in the ever changing world of work and publishes the results in 
the form of timely and authoritative publications, reports, training manuals, 
CD-ROMs, videos and e-books. ILO research contributes to enhancing public 
awareness of crucial labour and employment issues in subject areas such as: 
 
• employment; 
• labour issues and labour law; 
• social protection; 
• child labour; 
• occupational health and safety; 
• gender issues and women at work; 
• management and training, and  
• labour statistics. 
 
While focusing primarily on employment in the global economy, the ILO 
publications programme provides relevant research findings and practical 
solutions to workplace problems for workers and employers in developing, 
transition and industrial economies. Various countries will now be discussed in 
an attempt to compare statistics globally. 
 
Methodological descriptions of the national statistics of occupational injuries 
disseminated by the ILO are produced and restructured on the basis of 
information supplied by the relevant national organizations in response to 
questionnaires.  Information is also drawn from other sources, including 
national and international publications and Web sites, and other official 
documents provided by the ILO. 
 
1.6   AMERICAN OH&S STATISTICS 
 
International comparisons are problematic due to the different versions of the 
definitions of accidents, which are used in various countries. In 1994 in the 
United Kingdom (UK) the government sponsored Health and Safety Executive 
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(HSE) estimated that two-thirds of non-fatal accidents at work go unreported 
and therefore inaccurate statistical information is misrepresented in general 
annual reports.  
 
Since its establishment in 1913, the Bureau of Labour Statistics (BoLS) 
documented approximately 23 000 industrial deaths among a workforce of 38 
million, roughly 61 deaths per 100 000 workers. By 1999, the workforce had 
grown to approximately 135 million and occupational deaths declined to 6 023, 
fewer than five per 100 000 workers (Hinze, 1997: 3).   
 
In 1990 the rate of lost time injuries for every 200 000 hours worked in 
construction was 6.6, compared to 5.4 in 1993. With 5 to 6% of the labour 
force in the United Sates of America (USA), construction accounted for 16% of 
work related deaths, more than 1 000 deaths per year, or 4 deaths per 
working day.  Each year brought more than 201 000 lost time injuries.  
 
According to Agnvall (2001: 30) the USA’s DoL Annual report states that the 
construction industry did not meet its goal of reducing injuries and deaths. The 
DoL’s goal was to decrease fatalities in the construction industry by 3%, 
however, the fatality rate declined only 2% from the 1993 – 1995 base line.  In 
that three year period, the fatality rate was 14.5 per 100 000 workers and 
consequently the rate fell to only 14.2 per 100 000 workers during the period 
1996 -1999.  
 
1.6.1    Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
 
To improve the situation, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) sought ways to reach less experienced workers and address 
problems in the following ways: 
 
• improving inspection and outreach in the steel erection industry; 
• better analysis of construction fatality data; 
• evaluating the fall protection policy for residential housing, and 
• developing strategies to encourage more fall protection systems and 
  proper scaffold erection. 
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The DoL continued to develop partnerships with local chapters of the 
Associated Builders Contractors while also striving to raise workplace OH&S 
awareness amongst sub-contractors.  
 
Kelbus (2002: 28) stresses the importance of OSHA and its existence during 
the past three decades and what it has done with regards to OH&S in the 
USA, namely to: 
 
• effectively organize and communicate OH&S regulations, and 
• creating authority by implementing fines and citations. 
 
The author further states ”The statistics tell the tale.” Prior to the 
establishment of the administration, the National Safety Council’s Injury Facts 
(NSCIF) documented 140 700 occupational fatalities during the period 1960 to 
1969.  
 
The annual average of occupational fatalities from 1960 to 1969 declined to  
5 100 fatalities in 2000. These statistics indicate a 64% reduction. Although 
there is no documented proof of the direct influence on the decrease in 
fatalities, the logical conclusion is that issues forced many organisations to 
pay attention to workplace hazards, injuries and fatalities, thus enforcing 
OH&S.     
 
After all these years of organizing OH&S programmes, one question still 
remains: What is being done to implement an OH&S process that is better 
than the minimum federal OH&S requirements? Some organisations are 
conscientiously implementing OH&S efforts, while others are working 
independently to develop a strong management system along the line of a 
best practice approach to professional OH&S development. Does a similar 
situation not prevail in SA? 
 
1.6.2 The Center to Protect Workers’ Rights 
 
According to The Center to Protect Workers’ Rights (1995: 1) the Second 
National Conference on Ergonomics, Safety and Health in Construction was 
an occasion for some optimism about OH&S for construction workers. It was 
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reported that lost time injuries had declined by 18% for the period 1990 to 
1993.   
 
Hinze (1997: 3) further states that several factors accounted for the overall 
decrease in workplace injuries, namely, safety features on equipment used, 
better information technology, and interactive online systems that provide 
assistance with OH&S regulations. The lack of urgency in some quarters 
about the continuing death and injury toll in construction is remarkable.  
 
TABLE 1.11:  Fatalities – Construction Industry – 1992 - 2002 
                       (USA OSHA, 2004: 1)    
 
Year Annual 
1992 963 
1993 971 
1994 1 077 
1995 1 098 
1996 1 095 
1997 1 136 
1998 1 207 
1999 1 228 
2000 1 183 
2001 * 1 265 
2002 1 149  
* excludes Sept. 11 fatalities 
 
Despite the good news, the aforementioned document outlines that significant 
hazards remain and that many challenges face both the DoL as well as 
construction companies and their workers. Does a similar situation not prevail 
in South Africa?  This question will be addressed by this research.  
 
Improvements in the OH&S statistics and OH&S criteria used in the USA 
could be used as a benchmark for improving OH&S in South Africa. When 
comparing South African statistics (Table 1.1 and 1.2), attention is being paid 
to curbing deaths in industry in general and particularly in the construction 
sector. However, the number of fatalities remain unacceptably high in 
comparison with other industries.  
 
However, if statistics recorded and published in the past decade by the DoL 
Bureau of Labour Statistics (BLS) are analysed, it is notable that fatalities in 
the construction industry in the USA are also excessively high. These high 
figures indicate that the construction industry in general is a high risk industry. 
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This could further substantiate the argument that OH&S is not being ensured 
and not being effectively implemented.     
 
1.7   UNITED KINGDOM OH&S STATISTICS 
 
According to the HSE (2003 / 2004: 12) the nature of the industry and the 
attitudes of stakeholders act as a barrier to improvement in OH&S 
performance. The UK’s construction industry contributes around £80 billion 
each year to gross domestic product, is diverse and fragmented, which can 
lead to H&S messages taking time to reach all sectors of the industry. It has 
some two million workers annually across an estimated half a million sites. 
The nature of activity and scale of work varies enormously and the industry’s 
fragmentation and mobility can impact adversely on H&S in various ways    
 
According to the HSE publication (2004: 1) poor H&S can result in death, 
major injury and ill health and has a financial cost estimated at 2.6% of gross 
domestic product. In June 2000, the government and the Health and Safety 
Commission (HSC) launched ‘Revitalising Health and Safety’ a strategy 
intended to find new ways of reducing workplace injuries and ill health.  
 
The strategy set three targets for improvements in health and safety 
performance which were subsequently adopted as Public Service Agreement 
targets. Is this not similar to what the South African Minister of Labour has set 
out to do? 
 
   TABLE 1.12:   HSE’s targets for reducing rates of injury and ill health 
(Health and Safety Executive, 2004: 10) 
             
Percentage reduction by: Target 
2004 / 2005 2009 / 2010 
Reduce the incidence rate of fatal and major 
accidents 5 10 
Reduce the number of working days lost per 
100 000 workers from work related injury and ill 
health 
15 30 
Reduce the incidence rate of cases of work 
related ill health 10 20 
 
The Health and Safety Statistics Highlights (H&SSH) summarise the latest 
statistics relative to workplace fatalities, injuries and work related ill-health in 
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Great Britain. It also includes summary information of enforcement action by 
the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and local authorities.  
 
The rate of accidents in the UK is the second lowest within the European 
Union (EU) and is considerably less that the average. Despite this, according 
to statutory reports by employers under the HSE’s Reporting of Injuries, 
Diseases and Dangerous Occurances Regulations (RIDDOR), the number of 
workers fatally injured in 2002 / 03 was 226, a decrease of 10% from 2001 / 
02 when there were 251 fatalities.  
 
The rate of fatal injury to workers also decreased by 10% in 2002 / 03 to 0.8 
fatal injuries per 100 000 workers compared to a rate of 0.9 in 2001 / 02. The 
trend in both the number and rate of fatal injury was generally downwards in 
the 1990’s, and the rate is currently a third of that recorded in 1981 
(www.hse.gov.uk/statistics/overall/fat10203.pdf).  
 
TABLE 1.13:   Fatal and major injuries for 2002 / 2003 (Health and Safety 
Executive, 2004: 8)   
 
Fatal injuries to 
workers 
Major injuries to 
employees 
Sector 
Number Rate per 
100 000 
Number Rate per  
100 000 
Construction 71 4.0 4 098  374.8 
Agriculture, hunting, forestry and 
fishing 36 9.5 601  269.7 
Extractive and utility supply 
industries 3 1.5 422  211.7 
Manufacturing industries 41 1.1 6 809  195.5 
Service industries 75 0.3 16 496    81.9 
All industries 226 0.8 28 426  113.0 
 
Figure 1.1 shows the industries with the highest rates of reportable major 
injuries per 100 000 employees classified according to various industries. It is 
notable that in the UK, construction injuries and fatalities also rank amongst 
the highest when compared to other sectors of industry. Construction in the 
UK has a Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) of 45. However, according to 
the HSE publication (2004: 18) the UK construction industry is regarded as the 
worst performer in OH&S in terms of injuries and fatalities and is placed first in 
comparison with other industries.  
 
In 2003 / 2003 there were a total of 71 fatalities in the construction industry 
which equates to 4.0 persons for every 100 000 workers. From the table it is 
also notable that the construction industry has one of the highest numbers of 
major injuries to employees in this sector.  
 
FIGURE 1.1:    Industries with the highest rates of reportable major 
injuries per 100 000 employees, 2001 / 02 (Health and 
Safety Statistics Highlights, 2002 / 03: 26)  
 
        
685.1
539.6
441.5
421.9
395.9
378.7
374.8
309.3
298.6
295.6
283.2
272.7
113
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800
                Mining of  coal and peat  ext ract ion (SIC 10)
                       Recycling of  scrap and wast e (SIC27)
   Manuf act ure of  wood and product s of  wood (SIC 20)
                                                     Forest ry (SIC 02)
                          Ot her mining and quarrying (SIC 14)
                        Manuf act ure of  basic met als (SIC 27) 
                                               Const ruct ion (SIC 45)
 Manuf act ure of  non-met allic mineral product s (SIC 26)
                         Sewage and ref use disposal (SIC 90)
                       Manuf act ure of  f ood product s (SIC 15)
   Support ing and auxillary t ransport  act ivit ies (SIC 63)
                                Agr icult ure and hunt ing (SIC 01)
                                                              All sect ors
 
 
1.8   JAPANESE OH&S STATISTICS 
 
The following tables indicate the OH&S statistics for Japan. 
 
TABLE 1.14:  Industrial Accidents in the Construction Industry 1993 – 2002 
                       (Japan Occupational Safety and Health Council, 2003: 1) 
 
Measure 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
No. of 
accidents 16 573 16 422 15 268 16 469 18 559 195 88 14 078 11 925 9 206 6 239
No. of 
fatalities 80 51 63 51 41 56 47 29 28 24
Employment 56 226 59 710 65 611 74 907 81 629 79 007 70 941 79 599 80 302 73 221
Acc. Rate / 
1000 
workers 
294.76 275.03 232.70 219.86 227.36 247.93 198.45 149.81 114.64 85.29
Fatality rate 
/ 1000 
workers 
1.423 0.854 0.960 0.681 0.502 0.709 0.663 0.364 0.349 0.325
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TABLE 1.15:  Fatalities by type of business (1989 – 2002) (Fatal Accident 
Report, Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare, 2003: 1) 
 
All 
industries 
Manufac-
turing 
Mining Construc-
tion 
Public 
transport-
tation 
Land cargo 
transportation 
Harbour 
cargo 
handling 
Period 
Fatality % Fatality % Fatality % Fatality % Fatality % Fatality % Fatality % 
2002 
(Jan-Dec) 
  
    548   100 
 
   266     17.2 
 
   17      1.1 
 
   568   36.7 
 
   34     2.2 
  
    215       13.9 
  
      14      0.9 
2001 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  1 790  100 
 
   326     18.2 
  
   24      1.3 
 
   644   36.0 
 
   32     1.8 
  
    241       13.5 
  
      18      1.0 
2000 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  1 889  100 
 
   323     17.1 
 
   26      1.4 
 
   731   38.7 
 
   29     1.5 
  
    271       14.3 
 
      11      0.6 
1999 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  1 992  100 
  
   344     17.3 
  
   24      1.2 
 
   794     9.9 
 
   29     1.5 
 
    270       13.6 
 
      10      0.5 
1998 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  1 844  100 
  
   305     16.5 
 
   29      1.6 
 
   725   39.3 
 
   47     2.5 
  
    225       12.2 
 
      19      1.0 
1997 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 078  100 
  
   351     16.9 
  
   40      1.9 
 
   848   40.8 
 
   38     1.8 
  
    290       14.0 
 
      17      0.8 
1996 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 363  100 
  
   405     17.1 
  
   32      1.4 
 
  1 001 42.4 
  
   36     1.5 
 
    333       14.1 
  
      28      1.2 
1995 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 414  100 
 
   417     17.3 
 
   45      1.9 
 
  1 021 42.3 
 
   47     1.9 
  
    312       12.9 
  
      20      0.8 
1994 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 301  100 
 
   49       17.8 
 
   27      1.2 
 
   942   40.9 
 
   47     2.0 
   
      92       12.7 
 
      15      0.7 
1993 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 245  100 
 
   414     18.4 
  
   36      1.6 
 
   953   42.4 
 
   41     1.8 
 
    281       12.5 
  
      16      0.7 
1992 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 354  100 
 
   392     16.7 
 
   41      1.7 
 
   993   42.2 
 
   47     2.0 
 
    270       11.5 
  
      22      0.9 
19991 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 489  100 
  
   448     18.0 
  
   46      1.8 
 
  1 047 42.1 
 
   52     2.1 
  
    292       11.7 
 
      29      1.2 
1990 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 550  100 
  
   447     17.5 
  
   44      1.7 
 
  1 075 42.2 
 
   64     2.5 
  
    311       12.2 
 
      28      1.1 
1989 
(Jan-Dec) 
 
  2 419  100 
 
   431     17.8 
 
   46      1.9 
 
  1 017 42.0 
 
   49     2.0 
  
    307       12.7 
 
      26      1.1 
 
It is notable that during the period 1989 - 2002 the fatality rate reduced 
substantially.  However, when comparing the Japanese construction industry 
statistics to other sectors, it is notable that the construction industry is also 
ranked one of the highest compared to other sectors of industry. Smallwood 
(2000: 23) provides a comparison of construction industry fatality rates. 
 
TABLE 1.16:  Fatality Rate / 100 000 construction workers for selected   
                       countries for 1992 (Smallwood, 2000: 23)  
 
Country / State Fatality Rate / 
100 000 workers 
Germany 14.0
Japan 19.0
New South Wales 11.0
Ontario 7.4
South Africa 53.5
Sweden 6.0
The Netherlands 18.6
USA 18.6
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Table 1.16 prominently illustrates that the fatality rate for South Africa for the 
year 1992 was exorbitantly higher than for other countries researched. 
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1.9   RELEVANCE OF THE SOUTH AFRICAN OH&S STATISTICS   
 
The statistics presented highlight the status quo in terms of the extent of 
fatalities and the financial compensation paid out in the construction industry 
both globally and in South Africa.   
 
Based on the OH&S statistics illustrated in the aforementioned tables, it is 
notable that the majority of countries reviewed all experience a high injury and 
fatality rate in the construction industry, compared to other sectors of industry. 
However, on average the statistics illustrated for South Africa in most 
instances, tend to be higher than other countries globally. This phenomenon 
remains a concern for SA. 
 
Given the OH&S statistics presented, the question is thus asked: Why does 
the construction industry generally have such an appalling OH&S injury and 
fatality record globally and specifically in South Africa? Furthermore, why has 
there not been a significant improvement in the OH&S statistics. 
 
1.9.1 Justification of the Study 
 
By undertaking the study, it is hoped that the preceding statistics will be noted 
by the DoL Inspectorate and that the proposed OH&S model will help to 
address the OH&S problems and that the following will be determined: 
 
• the nature and level of effectiveness of the DoL inspectorate; 
• the nature and level of OH&S related practices; 
• the identification of interventions to reduce fatalities; 
• the relationship between OH&S and the DoL inspectorate, and 
• the creation of a model whereby the DoL inspectorate function could be 
improved and maintained. 
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Further, by undertaking the intended study, it is also anticipated that the 
following may also be realised: 
 
• a reduction in the cost of accidents (CoA); 
• a reduction in the cost of workers’ compensation insurance; 
• alleviation of pain and suffering, and  
• a reduction in the indirect CoA to society and the national health care 
system  
 
Smallwood (2000: 8) concurs that intensified OH&S effort in the construction 
industry in collaboration with the DoL inspectorate could in turn result in: 
 
• the lowering of the industry Disabling Injury Incidence Rate (DIIR); 
• a reduction in the number of injuries and fatalities; 
• a reduction in the number of workdays lost, and 
• a reduction in the cost of accidents (COA).  
 
1.10   HISTORICAL LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 
 
Before addressing the problem statement it is worthwhile examining the 
perspectives of past historical developments. A brief historical review is 
presented of OH&S legislation promulgated in South Africa: 
 
• The question of unsafe working conditions all started with the Industrial 
Revolution in 1837, and the extensive use of machinery ushered in a 
period of work deaths and disabilities never seen before (Bird, 1985: 1); 
• During the 1900s injured or disabled workers seldom, if ever, received 
any form of compensation and in the event of death the firm only paid for 
the funeral expenses and presented the family with some compensation 
in the form of a donation (King, 1986: 1); 
• The first Workers Compensation Law was passed in 1902 in the United 
States. In comparison, the first Workman’s Compensation Act was only 
passed in South Africa in 1941. This Act dealt mainly with the 
compensation of the injured persons and their dependants (King, 1986: 
2); 
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• In 1941 the Factories, Machinery and Building Works Act was 
promulgated in South Africa. The purpose of this Act was to provide for 
the registration and control of factories, regulation of hours and 
conditions of work in factories, the supervision of the use of machinery 
and precautions against accident to persons employed in building or 
excavation work; 
• In the 1950s investigations were carried out with the intention of reducing 
the terrific waste of human resources and in 1951 this led to the 
establishment of the National Occupational Safety Association (NOSA), 
funded partly by the State Accident Fund (Bird, 1985: 1). The OH&S Acts 
of 1970 and 1972 were promulgated respectively and revised to further 
improve OH&S conditions for the workers;   
• The OH&S Act No. 85 of 1993 was promulgated on 1 January 1994 
together with the Compensation for Occupational Injuries and Diseases 
Act No. 130 of 1993 on 1 March 1994. Currently these Acts are still 
being Enforced;  
• The Hazardous Chemical Substances (HCS) Regulations were first 
published on the 25 August 1995. The Minister of Labour has under 
Section 43 of the Occupational Health and Safety Act, 1993 (Act No. 85 
of 1993), after consultation with the Advisory Council for Occupational 
Health and Safety, promulgated the regulations into the Schedule, and  
• The Minister of Labour, under section 43 of the OH&S Act No. 85 of 
1993, after consultation, with the Advisory Council for OH&S, 
promulgated the Construction Regulations on the 18 July 2003. 
 
As can be noted from the aforementioned it appears that OH&S has always 
been a topic of concern over the years, which has necessitated the 
continuous revision of Acts and regulations with the aim of improving OH&S. 
 
1.11   THE PROBLEM STATEMENT 
 
The high rate of fatalities and injuries continue to arouse interest and demand 
attention and deliberations in the context of changing global tendencies, and 
especially in the South African context.   
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A great deal is written in general in books, journals, speeches and conference 
proceedings and extensively debated globally at conferences on the issue of 
OH&S and specifically with regards to reducing injuries and fatalities in the 
construction industry  (DoL, 1999: 28; DoL, 2001: 19; FEMA, 2003: 1).  
 
Since the inspectorate fulfills a critical function in OH&S prevention and 
assurance, the fundamental importance of the study, is firstly to evaluate the 
current OH&S inspectorate culture in South Africa and secondly to develop a 
model which will improve and ensure the effectiveness of the DoL 
inspectorate and assist in reducing the unacceptably high fatality rate.    
 
According to the DoL Annual Report (2000: 14), it is the function of the DoL 
OH&S inspectorates located at various provincial offices and labour centres to 
ensure that;   
 
• the construction industry complies with OH&S legislation, and   
• OH&S legislation and standards be implemented and maintained.  
 
Within this context, this study will endeavour to determine, if the various 
OH&S inspectorates are effectively carrying out their duties to ensure that 
organisations and contractors comply with the promulgated legislation?  
Given the findings of the literature reviewed and statistics obtained, the main 
research problem that this research will attempt to address arises as  
 
What OH&S model would improve and ensure the effectiveness of the 
OH&S inspectorate function in relation to the South African construction 
industry? 
 
The following section exemplifies the sub-problems to be researched in an 
attempt to help solve the main problem. 
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1.11.1   The sub-problems 
 
The following potential sub-problems have been identified, the solution of 
which would help solve the main research problem:  
 
Sub-problem 1:  To determine the effectiveness of the DoL inspectorate in  
terms of: 
 
• executing their duties;  
•  adequacy of the number of inspections conducted; 
• identification of the root cause for fatalities, and  
• issues addressed during inspections.  
 
Sub-problem 2:   The role that the OH&S inspectorate can fulfill in reducing 
the consistently high fatality and injury rates in 
construction. 
 
Sub-problem 3:  The effectiveness of the OH&S inspectorate as a means of 
assuring OH&S. 
 
Sub-problem 4:  The significance of the OH&S inspectorate relative to 
accident prevention in construction. 
 
Sub-problem 5:   To assess legislation relative to best practice in 
construction. 
 
Sub-problem 6:   To investigate the need for an accreditation system by the 
OH&S inspectorate in construction. 
 
Sub-problem 7:   To investigate the need for an OH&S inspectorate 
incentive scheme in construction.  
 
Local, national and international factors as well as technology and innovation 
have an effect on the OH&S industry. It is therefore necessary that information 
and data be collected globally, which will place the context into perspective 
and be compared to frameworks, which exist in other countries.  
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If the main problem and sub-problems are satisfactorily proven and answered, 
the future development of the proposed OH&S inspection framework could 
possibly assist to assure a reduction in accidents and fatalities, which will 
ultimately have important implications for all construction disciplines in South 
Africa.  
 
1.12    The Hypotheses 
 
Relative to the sub problems the hypotheses are: 
 
Hypothesis 1:  The DoL inspectorate is not effective in terms of the: 
 
• execution of their duties; 
• adequacy of the number of inspections carried out; 
• identification of the root causes of fatalities, and  
• issues addressed during inspections. 
 
Hypothesis 2:  The role fulfilled by the OH&S inspectorate is inadequate in 
terms of: 
 
• inspections are ineffective as a means of assuring 
           OH&S; 
• accident prevention is ineffective in construction;  
• legislation does not engender OH&S performance. 
 
Hypothesis 3:  The inspectorate is ineffective as a means of assuring 
OH&S.  
 
Hypothesis 4:  The inspectorate is ineffective relative to accident 
prevention in construction. 
 
Hypothesis 5:  Legislation does not engender OH&S performance. 
 
Hypothesis 6:  There is a need for an OH&S inspectorate accreditation 
system.  
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Hypothesis 7:  There is a need for an OH&S inspectorate incentive  
   scheme. 
 
1.13   THE DELIMITATION OF THE RESEARCH 
 
The study will be limited to the DoL inspectorate function in the construction 
industry in South Africa comprising of building and civil engineering 
contractors, OH&S consultants, architects, engineers, quantity surveyors, 
project managers, OH&S inspectorates, accident victims, insurers and elected 
representatives in the legislature. The empirical study will be limited to South 
Africa, but literature will also be obtained from international sources. 
 
1.14 DEFINITION OF THE TERMS 
 
For the purpose of this research and for facilitation of the concepts and 
definitions used in explanations, the following need further clarification:  
 
Accident:   
 
Is an unplanned event which has a probability of causing personal injury or 
property damage (King and Hudson, 1985: 5), or an unplanned event, 
generally with negative consequences, that may or may not be associated 
with property damage or an injury (Hinze, 1997: 325).  It can therefore be 
generally inferred that an accident can be justifiably defined as an unplanned 
event which may affect the health, or cause injury to persons or damage to 
property. 
 
Chief executive officer (CEO):  
 
In relation to a body corporate or an enterprise conducted by the State, 
means the person who is responsible for the overall management and control 
of the business of such a body corporate or enterprise (Republic of South 
Africa, 1993: 1). 
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Chief inspector: 
 
Means the officer designated under section 27 as Chief Inspector and 
includes any officer acting as a Chief Inspector (Republic of South Africa, 
1993: 1). 
 
Competent person:  
 
An individual who is capable of identifying existing and predictable hazards in 
the surroundings or working conditions which are unsanitary, hazardous, or 
dangerous to employees and has authorization to take prompt corrective 
measures (Hinze, 1997: 325), or according to the Construction Regulations a 
competent person is defined as ”any person having the knowledge, training, 
experience and qualifications specific to the work or task being performed.” 
(Republic of South Africa, 1993: 49).  
 
Employer: 
 
Any person who employs or provides work for any person and remunerates that 
person or expressly or tacitly undertakes to remunerate him, but excludes a labour 
broker as defined in section 1(i) of the OH&S Act (Republic of South Africa, 1993: 1). 
 
Employee: 
 
Every labourer or mechanic regardless of the contractual relationship which 
may be alleged to exist between the labourer and mechanic and the 
contractor or subcontractor who engaged him or her (Hinze, 1997: 325), or 
 
Any person who is employed by or works for an employer and who receives 
or is entitled to receive remuneration or who works under the direction or 
supervision of an employer or any other person (Republic of South Africa, 
1993: 1). 
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Hazard:  
 
Is a condition with the potential of causing an accident or ill health (King and 
Hudson, 1985: 5), or a real or potential situation that may cause unintentional 
injury or death to people or damage to, or loss of, an item or belonging (Raouf 
and Dillon, 1994: 8), or a source of exposure to danger (Republic of South 
Africa, 1993: 1). 
 
Health:  
 
The state of being well in body or in mind, or a person’s mental or physical 
condition (Thompson, 1995: 626). 
 
Human error: 
  
The failure to perform a required task or the performance of a forbidden action 
that results in disruption of scheduled operations, or damage to an item, or 
property (Raouf and Dillon, 1994: 8). 
 
Inspectorate: 
 
The office or function of an inspector; supervision by inspectors or a body or 
staff of inspectors (Pearsall, 1989: 1023 ) or a body of inspectors, office or 
post of inspectors Oxford Dictionary (Thompson, 2004: 615).  
 
Injury frequency: 
 
Ratio of the number of injuries incurred per 200 000 hours of worker exposure 
or per 100 full-time workers employed in one year (Hinze, 1997: 325). 
 
Lost time injury:  
 
A work related injury of an employee in which the employee experiences 
either days away from work, absence from the job for medical treatment, 
recuperation days, restricted work activity, and the inability to perform his or 
her  normal job duties over a normal work shift, or both (Hinze, 1997: 325). 
 35
 
Qualified person: 
 
A person who by reason of experience or training is familiar with a particular 
operation to be performed and the typical hazards involved (Hinze, 1997: 
325). 
 
Unsafe condition:  
 
Any condition that could lead to an accident (Raouf and Dillon, 1994: 8). 
 
Safety:  
 
Conservation of human life and its effectiveness and the prevention of 
damage to items (Raouf and Dillon, 1994: 8), or the condition of being safe 
(Pearsall, 2002: 1 028). 
 
Safeguard: 
 
A barrier, guard, device or procedure developed for the purpose of protecting 
humans (Raouf and Dillon, 1994: 8). 
 
1.15   THE ABBREVIATIONS USED 
 
AF  Accident Frequency 
BCE  Basic Conditions of Employment 
BIFSA Building Industries Federation South Africa    
BLS  Bureau of Labour Statistics 
DoL  Department of Labour 
BSA  Business South Africa 
CC  Compensation Commissioner  
CF  Compensation Fund 
COA  Cost of Accidents 
COID  Compensation for Occupational Injuries and Diseases 
COSATU Congress of South African Trade Unions 
CPR  Center to Protect Workers’ Rights 
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CR  Construction Regulations 
DIIR  Disabling Injury Incidence Rate 
EE  Employment Equity 
FEDUSA Federation of Unions of South Africa 
FEMA Federated Employers Mutual Assurance   
HCS  Hazardous Chemical Substances 
HSC  Health and Safety Commission 
HSE  Health and Safety Executive  
H&SSH Health and Safety Statistics Highlights  
ILO  International Labour Organisation 
LR  Labour Relations 
OH&S Occupational Health and Safety  
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
MBSA Master Builders South Africa 
NACTU National Congress of Trade Unions 
NAFCOC National African Federated Chamber of Commerce 
NSCIF National Safety Council’s Injury Facts  
RIDDOR Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurences Regulations 
SHE  Safety Health and the Environment 
SD  Skills Development 
SR  Severity Rate 
SIC  Standard Industrial Classification  
UF  Unemployment Fund 
UK  United Kingdom 
USA  United States of America 
UNO  United Nations Organisation  
WCA  Workman’s Compensation Act 
 
1.16   THE IMPORTANCE OF THE RESEARCH 
 
The introduction highlighted the status quo in respect to accidents and injury 
statistics in the construction industry. By undertaking the intended study, it is 
anticipated that the following may be realised:  
 
• identification of interventions which could contribute to a reduction in the 
number of accidents, which in turn is likely to result in: 
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• a reduction in the CoA; 
• a reduction in the cost of workers’ compensation insurance; 
• alleviation of pain and suffering, and 
• a reduction in the indirect CoA to society and the national health care 
system;  
      
• qualification of the synergy between OH&S and other performance 
areas; 
• qualification of the relationship between OH&S and the effectiveness of 
the DoL inspectorate function.; 
• that the findings of this research, in the field of OH&S inspectorate 
effectiveness, may have significant implications towards a paradigm shift 
in terms of management’s approach towards OH&S, and 
• a model whereby the inspectorate function could be improved and 
maintained. 
 
Rowlinson (1997: 117) maintains that there are three types of costs, namely, 
insured costs, uninsured costs and the costs of an OH&S system. Therefore, 
if this research can be sustained with proof that the OH&S inspectorate can 
effectively operate according to a developed model and reduce injuries and 
fatalities, this may have beneficial cost savings in the long term.   
 
The question is often posed to management in construction companies: “How 
much does your firm spend on OH&S?” Answers vary greatly. Typical 
estimates range from less than 1% to more than 10% of project costs.  
 
Hinze, (1997: 66) aptly asks: ”Why do the estimated percentages vary so 
greatly?” Much of the discussion thus far has focused on the CoA.  
Assumptions have been made that injuries are legitimate and that they are 
truly work related. Therefore, the aspect of the CoA to society is also 
questioned. The significance of the research is therefore recapitulated as 
follows: 
 
• the intention of this research is firstly, to ascertain the effectiveness of 
the OH&S inspectorate function;    
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• secondly, the proposed study proposes to develop a model to ensure 
and improve the DoL inspectorate to carry out their functions effectively, 
and  
• thirdly, the findings of this research may help to reduce the number of 
incidents and accidents in South Africa, which ultimately may reduce the 
CoA in construction and the related financial burden to the country.     
 
1.17 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The aim of this chapter was to explain how the researcher intended to solve 
the main problem. Important background and statistical concepts are 
presented as background information highlighting the OH&S situation in South 
Africa relative to that of other countries. An attempt was made to deliberate 
and focus on the OH&S Inspectorate and its function, and possibly its 
shortcomings. It is also clear from the pilot study as well as the research 
conducted that the DoL Inspectorate is responsible for the enforcement of the 
OH&S regulations on construction sites. They give advice to workers and 
employers and are responsible for the prosecution of those who fail to comply 
with OH&S Acts and regulations.  
 
Judging by the introductory statistics presented in this chapter, this is not 
effectively taking place in South Africa and therefore the researcher intends 
firstly, to verify if the DoL Inspectorate is carrying out its duties effectively and 
secondly to develop an integrated model with a suggestive approach to the 
DoL.  As a follow-up of chapter one, chapter two covers the study made of 
relevant literature which will attempt to arrive at addressing the main problem 
and sub-problems. 
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CHAPTER 2:  THE REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Construction is and has always been an integral part of human existence from 
man’s earliest days and irrevocably intertwined with all stages of his 
development. In some respects it can be said to predate humankind himself 
as most birds, mammals and insects practice some form of construction to 
provide a protected environment in which to raise their young and store 
victuals against lean times. 
 
With man’s technological advancements and increasing social awareness, 
demands for more complicated infrastructure grew apace. Besides providing 
basic housing and sheltered environment, the construction industry extended 
it’s field of activity into such areas as hospitals, roads, bridges, sewage works, 
factories, offices and all other structures which form part of modern day living.  
 
In industrialised countries advancements in social sciences over the past 
three centuries have prompted a greater awareness of the sanctity of life and 
the unacceptability of premature death due to occupational accidents. The 
movement has culminated in intervention by the state to regulate these 
activities and require minimum standards of performance with the objective of 
eliminating such accidents. 
 
The quote attributable to Hinze (1997: 201): “Working on a project without 
establishing a strong safety culture is like holding a dead man’s hand“, best 
introduces literature pertaining to OH&S.  
 
It was generally assumed in the past years that accidents would claim one life 
for each two floors of a building, or for each million dollars of general 
construction work performed, or for each mile of tunnel construction.    
 
According to Davies and Tomasin (1996: 5-6) in factories there is normally a 
controlled environment, with little change in working procedures and 
equipment for long periods and the labour force usually remains fairly 
constant. In comparison, the working environment in construction is constantly 
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changing, sites exist for a relatively short time and the activities and risks 
change daily, which means that OH&S vigilance and awareness is verified.  
 
The management of OH&S in the construction industry wherever it might take 
place in the world is never easy and straightforward and requires leadership 
and sound construction management. The accident record is never going to 
be as low as for example, certain manufacturing or the service industries, but 
there are clear moral, ethical and economic arguments that involve both the 
visualising of construction projects and the realisation of them to exercise 
what effort can reduce risks to workers, members of the public and to the built 
environment (Anderson, 2000: 143).   
 
Over the years, the construction industry has consistently been among those 
industries with the highest injury and fatality rates. The only industries that 
rival construction are fishing, transport and agriculture. Part of the problem is 
that the construction industry is by nature particularly complex, due to the 
following: 
 
• diverse client base; 
• diverse end products; 
• diverse working environments; 
• diverse procurement methods; 
• diversity in processes; 
• diversity of people and skills; 
• diversity of external and internal pressures within the organisation, and 
• differing sizes of organisations. 
 
Most people generally recognise that there are particular OH&S problems in 
the construction industry and that people can solve problems when they apply 
their minds. The regulatory route to healthier and safer construction work has 
been disappointing, and there is a realisation that it is impossible to enforce 
laws without the consistent support of the people directly involved. 
 
However, a review of the number of accidents and fatalities in Table 1.1 and 
1.2 reinforces the assumption that OH&S is not being resourced by all in the 
construction industry.  
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Further, the finding that consultants do not contribute to OH&S performance 
raises a question with regards to the efficiency of OH&S inspectors as 
external consultants, further justifying the need for this study (Strydom, 2002: 
43).  
 
An effective and successful OH&S model is based upon the premise that 
OH&S is both a management responsibility and a line function. While OH&S 
managers help to develop and implement an OH&S programme, the actual 
implementation and success thereof depends upon the OH&S inspectorate’s 
commitment and the ability of the inspectorate personnel to ensure that their 
duties are carried out efficiently in daily operations. A proficient OH&S model 
could make the inspectorate function easier and more efficient.  
 
Given the implication of the OH&S background, the focus of the study is to 
identify what OH&S inspectorate functions are being carried out by the DoL as 
well as to develop a model to improve it’s effectiveness in relation to the South 
African construction industry. A further question that may be thus asked: Is 
there a need for the existence of the DoL inspectorate? The views of various 
authors will be deliberated in an attempt to elucidate these questions as well 
as solve the main problem. 
 
2.2 OH&S LEGISLATION 
 
According to Hermanus (1999: 16), developments in the UK and the USA are 
important because they have influenced thinking throughout the industrialised 
world and have come to represent the consensus and adversarial poles of the 
new approach to OH&S policy and regulation. Changes in South African 
legislation have been inspired by an approach to OH&S policy and regulation 
which first emerged in the 1970s and which broke the traditions established 
over more than a century ago. Post-apartheid South Africa is a society in 
transition and far reaching legal and policy reform is in progress and that 
many changes in the country’s political, social and economic life are taking 
place simultaneously. The laws regulating labour relations and conditions of 
work were among the first to be revised and pre-date the first democratic 
elections and the interim constitution in 1993. Contained in the National 
Constitution Act No. 108 (Republic of South Africa, 1996) is a Bill of Rights 
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which includes a clause relative to the environment and OH&S. This clause 
entitles “everyone to an environment that is not harmful to their health and 
well being” and “for the benefit of present and future generations” requires 
that” legislative and other measures” are established that “prevent pollution 
and ecological degradation, promote conservation and sustainable 
development.” 
 
Furthermore, Clause 24 contained in the constitution creates a constitutional 
foundation for the provision of the Occupational Health and Safety Act of 1993 
(OH&SA) and the Mines Health and Safety Act of 1996 (MHSA) (Republic of 
South Africa, 1996).  
 
According to Hermanus (1999: 3) the OHSA and MHSA make a radical break 
with past approaches. These laws were adopted partly in response to 
pressures applied by trade unions and in the case of the MHSA, in the wake 
of mining disasters which exposed serious shortcomings in enforcement and 
management practice. Is a similar situation not prevalent in the construction 
industry? 
 
An examination of OH&S in the construction industry would be unrealistic and 
inadequate without a brief consideration of the related legislation. In South 
Africa, legislation provides the framework within which both the employers and 
the OH&S inspectorate’s work is regulated, imposing duties on both 
employers and employees as well as on the inspectorate, specifying penalties 
for breaches of these duties.  
 
However, rules and regulations are useless unless they can be understood 
and enforced. The question is thus posed: Does the OH&S inspectorate have 
sufficient staff to enforce the promulgated legislation as required by the law? 
This research will attempt to address and answer this question.  The following 
questions are posed: 
 
• Are the OH&S regulations pertinent to the construction industry in South 
Africa? 
• Is the OH&S legislation being satisfactorily enforced by the OH&S 
Inspectorate?  
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• Where is the emphasis being placed by the inspectorate on OH&S 
relative to legislation?  
 
Upon analysis of the OH&S Act No. 85 of 1993, it is noticed that the document 
encloses a substantial amount of information. The regulations applicable to 
construction firms, contains approximately 600 pages. Are the contents of this 
Act not creating a mammoth undertaking for the OH&S inspectorate to 
interpret and apply relative to the construction industry?  The following 
question can thus also be asked with regards to legislation. Is the OH&S Act 
applicable?  
 
Further, given that people are the most important resource, there is a legal as 
well as a moral obligation to address OH&S. Legislation, combined with 
morality implies that there is an ethics aspect relative to OH&S. Various 
authors quantify the importance of legislation with regards to OH&S. The law 
relating to OH&S at work is predominantly criminal law enforced through 
proceedings brought in the magistrate’s and High courts. On conviction, any 
employee or his organisation may be fined a sum which is paid to the state, or 
in extreme cases an appropriate officer of the organisation may be sentenced 
to a term of imprisonment.  
 
Contractual disagreements and compensation matters are examples of civil 
law based on the principle that all cases should be decided alike. In the 
context of construction OH&S legislation, it is normally necessary to consider 
both criminal and civil law (Davies and Tomasin, 1996: 12).  
 
The continuing trend internationally is to replace prescriptive regulations that 
specify methods of working and minimum standards, with performance based 
legislation that sets broad performance objectives and imposes a set of 
general duties which employers, employees and others must meet without 
detailing how these objectives will be obtained (Rowlinson, 1997: 20).  
 
Hinze (1997: 151) concurs that construction OH&S has received augmented 
attention in the past decade. The increased attention has stemmed from the 
combined efforts of increasing costs of workers’ compensation, increased 
litigation associated with liability suits, changes in OSHA’S focus on 
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construction H&S, initiation of new OH&S legislation and an increased 
awareness of the adverse impact of construction injuries on overall 
construction costs. 
 
Leighton (1997: 1) reveals in contrast that from a situation only a decade ago, 
when OH&S was generally perceived as worthy, technical and maybe boring, 
it has now reached centre stage and is widely debated.  
 
It is vitally important that anyone aiming to understand and comply with OH&S 
legislation has a clear view of the objectives of the law, i.e. how laws aim to 
reduce the incidence of accidents and ill health at work.   
 
According to Griffith and Howarth (2000: 52) the key duties imposed by OH&S 
law fall within the following categories: 
 
• absolute - this is the duty that must be carried out. It imposes an 
absolute obligation on the party and any breach of duty may result in 
prosecution; 
• practicable - this is the duty that should be carried out irrespective of 
inconvenience, time or cost. The standard of performance is a high 
standard, but not absolute, and   
• reasonably practicable – this is the duty that is carried out having  
considered the balance of the duty, against inconvenience and cost 
involved. Where cases of breach are brought, it is the responsibility of 
the accused to demonstrate that it was not reasonably practical to have 
done more than that to comply with the duty.   
 
In South Africa, the OH&S Act forms the basis of OH&S legislation, to which 
all have to abide. As is stated in the Act, “… the purpose is to provide for the 
OH&S of persons at work; for the OH&S of persons in contact with the use of 
plant and machinery; and the protection of persons other than persons at work 
against hazards to OH&S arising out of or in connection with the activities of 
persons at work; to establish an advisory council for OH&S; and to provide for 
matters connected therewith.”  
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The management of organisations is therefore legally required by law to 
enforce OH&S to ensure that their workers are not injured. It is also a pre-
requisite of the Act that powers be given to the OH&S inspectorate inspectors 
to carry out and fulfil their duties efficiently. Is this being done? 
 
It is also therefore maintained that as a requirement of success, management 
should commit themselves to OH&S which in the long term is beneficial to 
both the organization and its workers. Are the various inspectorates 
sufficiently staffed to be effective in policing OH&S?  
 
The new Construction Regulations were promulgated on the 18 July 2003 
under section 43 of the OH&S Act, after consultation with the Advisory Council 
for OH&S. The intention of the promulgation of the new regulations is to have 
a set of legislation specifically directed at and applicable to the construction 
industry.  
 
In these regulations the emphasis of OH&S responsibility and accountability 
has shifted towards the client and to a degree the designers of a proposed 
structure.  
 
Davies and Tomasin (1996: 15) discuss the development of UK legislation 
and refer to the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 (HSW Act) which is an 
act of Parliament and which governs OH&S in all workplaces in the UK.  
 
Statutory instruments such as the Construction Regulations, which contain 
detailed rules and regulations concerning construction practice, support this 
Act. The monumental task facing the construction industry is to tutor every 
person engaged in design, management and execution of construction 
projects with the word and spirit of the new regulations.  
 
With this type of philosophy in mind, the authorities in the UK, the first draft of 
the Construction (Design and Management) regulations was published in 
October 1992 for public consultation, with the intention of implementing a final 
version by 1 January 1994 to comply with requirements of the temporary or 
mobile sites directive. By order of the Secretary of State for Employment, the 
regulations were signed by Phillip Oppenheim, Parliamentary Under Secretary 
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of State, Department of Employment, on 19 December 1994 to be effective on 
31 March 1995 (Joyce, 1995: ix).    
 
Rowlinson (1997: 18) states that much of Hong Kong’s OH&S legislation is 
based on the practice in the UK and, as a precursor to the discussion of Hong 
Kong’s legislation, the Hong Kong Construction Sites Safety regulations 1978 
have many similar provisions to those contained in the UK regulations. The 
author further adds that Hong Kong is well placed to start the regulatory 
process and that with the efforts of the DoL, the past decade has seen the 
creation of the Occupational OH&S Council and the Construction Advisory 
Board.  
 
In North America, congress passed the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
(OS&H) - also called the Williams-Steiger Act (WSA), on 29 December 1970.  
The Act hereafter called the OS&H Act was passed after several years of 
lobbying for a healthier workplace for American workers (Hinze, 1997: 71). 
 
The Legislative Decrees about safety on work sites and about the protection 
of the workers’ health appears in the Italian normative framework. The 
Legislative decrees which are referred to are: The 626 / 94 - General Act 
about Safety and, the 494 / 96 Safety on Construction Sites.  
 
The management of OH&S on construction sites due to the peculiarity of the 
workplace represents the paradigm of the relationship between the ‘hard’ 
science engineering and the labour force, between technological innovation 
and muscular labour, between past and future (Terranova and Bartolomeo, 
1999: 461). In Spain, the process of adapting the European Union (EU) Health 
and Safety on Construction Sites (HSCS) regulations was a long and difficult 
process. 
 
Finally in October 1997 the HSCS decree 1627 / 1997 was promulgated with 
effect on 29 December 1997. The particular characteristics of this declaration, 
combined with some new aspects in relation with the EU directive, 
necessitated discussion with regards to opinions on the new Construction law 
(Casals, Alvedra and Gimenez, 1999: 467). 
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In summation, managers with an OH&S responsibility have a key role in 
ensuring that appropriate OH&S systems are in force and that they thus 
comply with the law and statutory regulations. Management’s role is to ensure 
that both the general policy and strategic decisions relating to OH&S are in 
place.  
 
Failure to comply will certainly result in prosecution of the said and in certain 
circumstances the responsible person can be held personally liable for both 
criminal and civil proceedings. This in practice should be the task of the OH&S 
inspectors. It appears that this is not being carried out and therefore this study 
will address this matter with conclusions and recommendations. 
 
Research conducted by Smallwood (2002: 10) among FEM clients which 
received rebate award certificates in 2000 as a result of their favourable 
claims, investigated the: 
 
• importance of traditional and non-traditional project parameters; 
• contribution by various aspects / interventions / stakeholders to the 
receipt of rebate awards; 
• potential contribution by various aspects / interventions / stakeholders to 
an improvement in OH&S performance, and 
• holistic manifestations of enhanced OH&S performance. 
 
The findings indicated that in terms of the extent of contribution to the receipt 
of rebate awards, certain aspects / interventions / stakeholders are 
substantially more important than others, namely:  
 
• safe working procedures (SWPs);  
• awareness;  
• management commitment;  
• first line supervision;  
• legislation;  
• worker participation;  
• accountability of management for OH&S, and  
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• project management where legislation effectively provides a template 
for OH&S. 
 
According to Hermanus (1999: 7) generally, in most jurisdictions the re-
organisation of the legislative framework involved the following: 
 
• the consolidation of several laws into a single general law of wider 
ambit, containing general provisions and supported by more detailed 
codes pertaining to specific industries and occupations; 
• the harmonisation of standards within states or countries, and  
• the adoption of explicit national policy and the creation of new 
institutions to facilitate the implementation of the policy adopted. 
 
Legislation is a specific functionally designed framework which contains 
detailed rules and regulations concerning construction practice.  
 
Given the manifest inadequacies of past regulatory systems, the main thrust 
of legislation is to create a more unified and integrated system requiring that 
safe systems at work be established ultimately to protect both employer and 
employee. Recognising that legislation forms an integral part of OH&S, other 
important aspects such as enforcement, compliance attitude are important 
and need to be respected. 
 
In highlighting the role of legislation, a sound legislative framework involves 
the obligation to manage OH&S proactively and this obligation placed on 
employers signalled a shift from a reactive to a preventative approach. 
Historically, legislation was essentially reactive, formulated in response to 
specific hazards.  The following questions are asked: 
 
• Are the DoL Inspectors knowledgeable of South African legislation? 
• Are the DoL Inspectors enforcing legislation in South Africa?  
• Are the DoL Inspectors proactive or reactive relative to the enforcement 
of legislation? 
 
The findings of this study will attempt to answer these questions.  
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2.3    OH&S INSPECTIONS 
 
Kavanagh (2002: 597) defines an inspection as “to look at closely” or “to 
examine officially.“ St John Holt (2001: 18) categorically states that 
inspections should be based on a positive approach, seeking to establish 
what is good and well done, as well as what is not. Too often the inspection 
process has a negative implication associated with fault finding. The 
inspection of sites and premises has three main objectives: 
 
• identification of hazards, triggering the corrective action; 
• improving conditions and reducing risks, and 
• measuring OH&S performance. 
 
There are two major factors in an OH&S programme, namely: 
 
• regular site inspections, and  
• detailed hazard analysis.  
 
Section 29 (1) (f) Function of the OH&S inspectors, requires that OH&S 
inspectors inspect any article, substance, plant or machinery which is or was 
on or in those premises, or any work performed on or in those premises or 
any condition prevalent on or in those premises or remove for examination or 
analysis any article, substance, plant or machinery or a part sample thereof 
(Republic of South Africa, 1993: 14).  
 
Section 18 (1) (g), Functions of the OH&S representatives, requires that 
OH&S representatives inspect the workplace including any article, substance, 
plant, machinery or OH&S equipment at the workplace at such intervals as 
may be agreed by the employer (Republic of South Africa, 1993: 8). 
Inspections are therefore an integral part of the OH&S Act. Are inspections 
being conducted and are they of any value?  
 
Hinze (1997: 122) stresses that OH&S inspections should be an integral part 
of every OH&S programme. Rowlinson (1997: 137) maintains that generic- 
inspections of site works should take place continuously.  
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Although inspections are required in order to keep track of progress, there is 
no reason why such inspections should not also be used to check on OH&S.  
 
This is a process in which every supervisor and worker can participate on a 
daily and even hourly basis. The Building Advisory Service of Health and 
Safety Technology and Management (HASTAM) describes inspection / 
auditing as the process of collecting independent information on the efficiency, 
effectiveness and reliability of the total OH&S management system and 
drawing up plans for corrective action. According to Rowlinson (1997: 139-40) 
HASTAM advocates two approaches to OH&S auditing: 
 
• the vertical slice approach – this involves looking at all aspects of a 
popular OH&S activity, and 
• the horizontal slice approach – this involves looking in detail at one of 
the key elements in the OH&S management system.   
 
It is the central feature of the Construction Design and Management (CDM) 
Regulations, with the exception of the client, that all duty holders must be 
competent and the regulations specify that certain steps must be taken to 
ensure that only competent duty holders are selected (St John Holt, 2001:  
42).  
 
St John Holt (2001: 19) also highlights that people who are competent to do 
so should conduct inspections. In this context, competent means 
knowledgeable.  
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 235) defines competent 
as “having the necessary ability or knowledge to do something successfully, 
efficiently and capably.“ The OH&S Act (2003: 4) defines a competent person 
as “a person having the knowledge, training, experience and qualifications 
specific to the work or task being performed.” Smallwood (2000: 24) quotes 
Peter and Hull who maintain that occupational incompetence is everywhere 
and at all levels of every hierarchy. Furthermore, people are appointed to their 
level of incompetence. 
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Fink (2001: 5) claims that every employer must appoint one or more 
competent persons to advise and assist in statutory OH&S duties. Within this 
context, that ‘competent person’ may be an employee, inspector or a 
consultant, provided that the person has sufficient training, knowledge and 
experience, to perform the task. 
 
2.4     ENFORCEMENT OF THE LAW  
 
According to the Health and Safety Executive Annual Report (2004: 15) site 
inspections remain a core part of the HSE’s work to improve the construction 
industry’s OH&S performance and are a key mechanism through which the 
HSE engages with contractors and workers. They assist the HSE to enforce 
OH&S law and good practice. 
 
The publication further states that the number of inspectors and the size of the 
industry signifies that in general there is one inspector responsible for every 
3.33 construction sites and would therefore come into direct contact with a 
small proportion of the industry.  Is the DoL in SA not experiencing the same 
problems as the UK?   
 
The HSE has recently extended the uses of ‘blitzes’ to increase the impact of 
inspections and law enforcement as well as developing it’s more broadly 
based intervention strategy with a wide range of stakeholders. 
  
Fink (2001: 7 - 8) maintains that the most common form of enforcement action 
is the issuance of an improvement or prohibition notice. An improvement 
notice can be served if an inspector believes there has been or may be a 
future breach of relevant legislation.  Alternatively a prohibition notice can be 
served whenever an inspector believes that a hazardous state of affairs exists 
which presents a real risk of serious personal injury. 
 
Clarke (1999: 17) states that an improvement notice, contravention notice or a 
prohibition notice respectively may be served: 
 
• if an inspector is of the opinion that a person is: 
• contravening one or more of he relevant statutory provisions, or 
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• has contravened one or more of those provisions in circumstances 
that made it likely that the contravention will continue to be 
repeated, and  
• if an inspector is of the opinion that workplace activity involves or will 
involve a risk of serious personal injury, in which case a prohibition 
notice may be served on that person.  
 
Griffith and Howarth (2000: 56) concur that enforcement of the OH&S Act is to 
be undertaken by HSE inspectors and by local authority inspectors outlining 
the premises and activities which are their responsibilities, being, inter alia, 
building sites factories, nuclear installations, railways, schools and hospitals.   
During a speech by the Minsiter of Labour (Mdladlana, 2002:  
http://www.labour.gov.za/docs/sp/2002/jul/12_mdladlana.htm) the Minister 
declared 2002 the year of law enforcement, implementation of policy and 
accelerated service delivery. In his speech the Minister is quoted as follows: 
“In our law enforcement campaign we have prioritised OH&S.”  
 
“It is an open secret that certain sectors of our economy have a shameful 
record when it comes to the OH&S of workers.” “This is unacceptable and my 
department shall not tolerate employers who place profits ahead of human 
life.” 
 
The poor record of the industry is illustrated by the following recent cases 
cited by the minister: 
 
• workers burnt to death in locked-up factories; 
• a woman going into labour and giving birth to twins who died on the 
floor of a factory;  
• two domestic workers mauled to death by dogs; 
• three workers buried alive when ground fell on them when they were 
laying pipes four metres underground, and   
• the lower portion of an eleven-year-old girl’s right leg caught in-between 
the wheels of the trailer on which she was being transported.  
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According to the Minister of Labour, Mdladlana, the DoL has since made 
significant efforts to improve the capacity of the inspectorate by:  
 
• creating additional posts for inspectors nationally; 
• intensifying law enforcement; 
• deploying more resources to our inspectorate; 
• creating units to facilitate mobility of inspectors, and  
• ensuring that inspectors can be contactable wherever they are.  
 
The question can thus be asked: Is this actually being implemented by the 
DoL Inspectorate?  The findings of this research will prove if the DoL is being 
effective. 
 
2.5 ASSESSING RISKS 
 
Although management should be concerned with respect to avoiding all types 
of injuries, particular attention should be devoted to avoiding the more serious 
ones. The areas of potential serious injuries should be carefully assessed 
before construction work begins. Before the beginning of each major phase of 
work, an activity hazard analysis should be prepared.  
 
Hermanus (1999: 29) maintains that risk assessment techniques are 
important tools that facilitate the evaluation of risks, the establishment of 
priorities and the setting of standards.  
 
The techniques can however only be employed intelligently when their 
limitations are understood and the assumptions and values implicit in risk 
assessment process are made explicit.  It is thus important to ensure that the 
value judgements intrinsic to the techniques are known and considered 
appropriate.  
 
According to Hinze (1997: 106) a phase is defined as “an operation involving 
a type of work presenting hazards not experienced in previous operations or 
an operation in which a new subcontractor or work crew is to perform work.” 
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Leighton (1997: 16) agrees that the key tasks for the employer are that of risk 
assessment to identify hazards and then setting up preventative measures, to 
mitigate or eliminate the risks. The legal demands are clear and require 
effective management systems. Furthermore, legislation requires 
transparency, i.e. that an OH&S inspector gathers evidence of what steps the  
employer is taking to respond to the assessed risks. 
 
Rowlinson (1997: 127-128) cites Holland and Jensen who draw on work in the 
field of quality management in the discussion of the economics of OH&S 
costs.  Their central thesis is that quality costs are optimised through the 
careful adjustment of prevention and control of costs to achieve a reduction in 
what they term as failure costs. Prevention and control costs are the costs 
associated with the OH&S management system. 
 
2.6 OH&S POLICIES  
 
Hermanus (1999: 25) maintains that it is indisputable that South Africa needs 
to overhaul its OH&S system. The evidence is unequivocal. Inconsistencies in 
policy, law and approach, as well as organisational discontinuities represent 
formidable obstacles to a developing consistent approach to OH&S in South 
Africa.  New requirements contained in the OH&SA and MHSA to adopt a new 
systems approach, address OH&S, involve workers and apply risk 
assessment techniques have further complicated matters as individual 
inspectors interpret these provisions differently.  
 
Griffith and Howard (2000: 136) define an OH&S policy as a published 
statement / statement reflecting the organisation’s intentions in relation to the 
management of OH&S matters, and should: 
 
• define the organisation’s corporate philosophy towards OH&S matters, 
in context to its business activities, and 
• be clearly presented in the form of a policy statement, originating from 
the organisation’s board of executive management. 
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Policy statements prepared and issued by employers to comply with the 
regulations should be in terms that can be clearly understood by all their 
employees (Davies and Tomasin, 1996: 170). The type of undertaking or 
business conducted by the organisation will influence the framing of the 
policy. Most employers engaged in promoting, designing, constructing and 
demolishing civil engineering works and buildings have responsibilities, both 
to their employees and to other people, who may be employees of other 
organisations associated with the project. Do the DoL Inspectors work 
according to an OH&S policy? 
 
2.7 MANAGEMENT COMMITMENT TO OH&S 
 
Injuries as a result of a combination of unsafe physical conditions and unsafe 
actions may be the outgrowth of a number of causes including the lack of 
training, lack of attention at work, carelessness, macho behaviour and 
inadequate instruction. Unsafe actions may include action taken by managers 
or the failure of managers to act to make the job safe.  
 
However, Hinze (1997: 100) states that very early in the establishment of an 
OH&S programme, top management must decide on the primary objective of 
the organisation. The OH&S philosophy is very important, as it is at the core 
of the OH&S programme.  Without the true commitment of top management to 
the OH&S programme, the OH&S performance of the organisation will be 
jeopardised.   
 
Hinze (1997: 201) maintains that the key to a successful programme is for it to 
be so broadly based and so universally adopted within an organisation that 
every worker on the organisation’s construction projects realises that all work 
activities are to be the safe ones.  
 
Management sets the tone for OH&S on a project and that the responsibility 
for OH&S on construction projects is the calculated result of specific 
management actions. Is the management of SA construction really committed 
to OH&S? If so, why are the injury and fatality statistics illustrated in Table 1.1, 
so high? 
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Findings from a study conducted to examine the attitude of management 
indicated that a mere 51% of workers perceived their management to be 
serious about OH&S. A further finding indicates that 74% of the workforce was 
under the impression that the only reason management cared, is because 
they are compelled to by the OH&S Act. The workers also want management 
to be directly involved in everyday issues. A total of 87% of the workers 
admitted that they would be more committed to OH&S in the workplace if their 
managers showed more commitment.  
 
The Business Roundtable (BRT) (2003: 21) states that an association of 
CEOs issued new Principles of Corporate Governance in May 2002. Ethics 
received frequent emphasis. The BRT's principles also have regular 
references to the need for senior management to champion ethical behaviour 
within the corporation.  
 
One guiding principle: "It is the responsibility of management to operate the 
corporation in an effective and ethical manner...."Another principle: "The 
corporation has a responsibility to deal with its employees in a fair and 
equitable manner." 
 
However, the BRT document emphasizes the importance of ethics. "The 
selection, compensation, and evaluation of a well qualified and ethical CEO is 
the single most important function of the board."  
 
In amplifying the duties of the CEO and management, the BRT believes that 
corporations should have: 
 
• a CEO of integrity - the CEO should be a person of integrity who takes 
responsibility for the corporation adhering to the highest ethical 
standards, and  
• a strong, ethical "tone at the top" - senior management should set a 
"tone at the top that establishes a culture of legal compliance and 
integrity that is effectively communicated to personnel at all levels of 
the organization."  
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The following relates to: 
 
• internal controls - the internal controls system should be periodically 
evaluated and updated so that it continues to be effective in a changing 
environment;  
• a code of conduct - with effective reporting and enforcement 
mechanisms, and   
• employees should have a means of alerting management and the 
board to potential misconduct without fear of retribution. Violations of 
the code should be addressed promptly and effectively.  
 
An American Management Association (AMA) poll indicated customer service 
as the highest-rated value, followed by ethics and integrity. 36% percent of 
respondents said their organization acted legally but not always ethically 
(http://www.amanet.org/seminars/). In today's modern world of business, 
individuals in management accounting and financial management constantly 
face ethical dilemmas.  
 
Ethics, in its broader sense, deals with human conduct in relation to what is 
morally good and bad, right and wrong. To determine whether a decision is 
good or bad, the decision maker must compare his / her options with some 
standard of perfection. This standard of perfection is not a statement of static 
position but requires the decision maker to assess the situation and the values 
of the parties affected by the decision.  
 
Organisations that have not finished upgrading their code of conduct and 
ethics and their related compliance procedures should do so.  
 
The Institute of Management Accountants (IMA) Standards of Ethical Conduct 
(SEC) may be used as a reference point for organizations revising their ethics 
code (http://www.imapdx.org/ethics.htm).  
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2.8 OH&S MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 
 
According to Hermanus (1999: 11) the systems approach to OH&S stems 
from the idea that within companies, junior managers, supervisors and 
workers on the shop floor take their cue from the top.  
 
In the words of the influential Roben’s committee (Committee of Inquiry, 1972: 
15) “The boardroom has the influence, power and resources to take the 
initiative and set the pattern.” The role of top management is the systems 
approach OH&S stemming from the idea that within companies, junior 
managers, supervisors and workers on construction sites take their cue from 
he top.  
 
Reduction in the incidence of OH&S is sought by adopting a systematic 
approach to prevention and the creation of an enabling environment which 
involves: 
 
• the identification of hazards; 
• the planning and monitoring of preventative measures, and 
• integrating health and safety related criteria into routine work and 
decision making at al levels of the organisation. 
 
An investigation into the relationship between OH&S performance and OH&S 
management systems in the construction industry in Australia suggests that 
effective systems: 
 
• clearly define and assign OH&S responsibilities; 
• involve senior managers; 
• involve supervisors; 
• engage worker OH&S representatives broadly and actively; 
• actively engage OH&S committees; 
• approach hazard identification and risk assessment in a planned way; 
• give priority to the control of hazards at the source; 
• involve comprehensive workplace inspections and incident 
investigations, and 
• include a systematic approach to purchasing. 
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Reduction in the incidence of OH&S injury and disease is sought by adopting 
a systematic approach to prevention which involves the identification of 
hazards, the planning and monitoring of preventative measures and 
integrating OH&S related criteria into routine work and decision-making at all 
levels of the organization. Nevertheless, recent research suggests that the 
OH&S management systems can reduce the incidence of injury and disease. 
 
According to Halledi (1999: 30) twelve Danish contractors recognized the 
necessity of improving OH&S management on construction sites, particularly 
to reduce the number of occupational accidents.  
 
In the period 1995 - 1997, the contractors participated in a network 
collaboration to develop an OH&S management system for small and medium 
sized contractors. The project resulted in the development of a simple non-
bureaucratic management system, which integrated quality, environment and 
OH&S.  
 
A review of the occupational accidents in mid 1998 showed that the serious 
accidents that occurred in the previous period had been completely avoided in 
the period 1995 - 1997. 
 
Davies and Tomasin (1996: 194) maintain that to satisfy the legal duty to 
provide for the OH&S of employees and others from risks arising out of work 
activities, it is necessary for every employer concerned with construction i.e. 
client, professional adviser or contractor, to recognise the hazards and 
manage operations to eliminate them as far is reasonably possible. 
 
Construction OH&S systems are achieved by the application of effective 
management techniques together with the facilities and motivation to fully 
implement the published OH&S policy. To ensure that its sites are properly 
organized, it is useful for management to have a standard system for setting 
up an OH&S organization and for monitoring its effectiveness (Davies and 
Tomasin, 1996: 194). 
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2.9 OH&S CULTURE 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 282) informs that the 
word culture originates from the French word ‘culture’ or directly from the Latin 
word ‘cultura’.  
 
It defines culture as “a refined understanding or appreciation of this’ or ‘the 
customs, institutions and achievements of a particular nation, people or 
group.” 
 
Smallwood (2001: 70) quotes Ember and Ember who define culture as: “the 
learned behaviours as well as the beliefs, attitudes, values and ideals that are 
characteristic of a part of society or population.” Establishing an OH&S culture 
within an organisation may sound simple, but it may be difficult to implement if 
all the parties are not committed to OH&S.  
 
Hinze (1997: 201-202) states that the OH&S culture on a project is solid when 
OH&S is foremost in the minds of all project and organisation personnel, 
beginning at worker level and proceeding all the way to top management.   
 
Krause (1993: 40) states that in terms of statistical process control (SPC), the 
processes or activities such as practices, study, and research, are upstream 
and that the results thereof namely skill, good grades, new products, and 
better pay are downstream.  
 
TABLE 2.1:  Incidents are downstream (Krause, 1993: 40) 
 
Culture   → Management    →   
System              
Exposure   →         End Point 
Purpose    Education / Training Behaviour Incidents 
Mission Practices Conditions   
Values  Programme Plant & equipment  
Vision   Site layout  Facilities  
Goals Behavioural consequences   
Assumptions Accountability        
 Inspections   
 Priorities   
 Attitude   
 Measurement system   
 Improvement model   
 Resources   
 Investigations   
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In the case of statistically based quality improvement, management does not 
look at product defects namely, downstream factors but at upstream factors of 
production which are predictive of defects.  
 
In terms of the behaviour-based accident prevention process, accident 
frequency rates represent downstream indicators. Accident prevention relies 
instead on sampling the mass of OH&S related behaviours which lie upstream 
and which precede any particular incident.  
 
Table 2.1 illustrates the upstream → downstream sequence postulated by 
Krause (1993: 40) - culture at the upstream end influences management 
system, which influences exposure, which may or may not result in incidents 
at the end point. In the case of statistically based quality improvement, 
management does not look at product defects i.e. downstream factors but at 
upstream factors of production which are predictive of defects. In terms of  the 
behaviour based accident prevention process, accident frequency rates 
represent downstream indicators.   
 
It is also notable that ‘inspections’, an important function of the DoL 
Inspectorate is positioned as a management system and is categorised as 
downstream. In terms of Krause’s model, the DoL Inspectors intervene at 
‘Exposure’ stage when conducting inspections in addition to ‘Management 
System’ stage.  
 
They also intervene after an accident has taken place relative to the ‘End 
Point’. Another way of expressing the difficulties which OH&S presents to 
downstream management efforts is shown in Table 2.1. Cultural factors give 
rise to various aspects of management system. Management systems in turn 
either create or eliminate exposure to risks and hazards.  In terms of the DoL 
Inspectors, the question is thus asked: What influence do the DoL Inspectors 
exert on culture?  
 
However, Krause (1993: 39) states that this is a limited indicator of real 
performance, and it provides no information about upstream factors such as 
exposure, management systems or culture. 
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This sequence graphically illustrates the link between OH&S culture and 
OH&S performance. Krause’s representation is replicated in the theories of 
various authors as illustrated in the following explanations. 
 
2.9.1 Purpose 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 948) defines purpose as 
“the reason for which something is done or for which something exists.” Within 
this context of OH&S, a possible purpose could be to maintain a healthy and 
safe work environment which allows employees to lead a meaningful 
existence without being injured or killed.  
 
The steps of the continuous improvement health and safety process are the 
same as in the continuous quality improvement process (Krause, 1993: 46): 
 
• specify standards; 
• measure compliance, and 
• provide feedback on improvement. 
 
While these points seem straightforward, the difficulty arises in the application 
of them to OH&S. The question is: ‘If contractors or employers do not 
subscribe to a purpose, will the OH&S Inspectorate make a difference?’ 
 
2.9.2 Mission  
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 744) defines mission as 
“an important assignment” or “an organisation or institution involved in a long 
term assignment.” 
  
Hinze (1997: 100) states that it is advisable to begin the development of an 
OH&S programme with a mission statement which will illustrate the 
organisation’s view on OH&S. The author further provides an example of a 
mission statement, which states: “We are fully committed to OH&S, we 
integrate OH&S into all our activities. OH&S is our top priority. We will not 
compromise our OH&S philosophy to meet budgets, deadlines, or scope of 
work objectives or to achieve any other project goals.  
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Commitment to OH&S means we are committed to performing our tasks in a 
healthy and safe manner.” That commitment to OH&S performance is 
mandated for all those employed by our firm.  
 
The question is: ‘If contractors or employers do not have a mission and their 
current reality is non-compliance, will the OH&S Inspectorate make a 
difference?’  
 
2.9.3 Values 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 1 298) defines values as 
“principles or standards of behaviour.” An extract from a speech presented by 
the Minister of Labour, Mdladlana (DoL, 2002: 1) states that many would 
agree that values and the provision of healthy and safe workplaces should be 
justified on moral grounds alone, given the scarcity of human life and the 
irreplaceability of workers’ fingers and limbs being severed by unguarded 
machines.  
 
Organisations that would rather place profits ahead of human life, workers 
rights and physical integrity, should at least be persuaded by an economic 
argument that suggests that work related accidents, diseases and fatalities 
place a considerable burden on the competitiveness of enterprises. These 
values based on moral grounds alone, substantiate the need for this research 
to be conducted to examine if the OH&S inspectorate are efficiently carrying 
out their duties effectively.   
 
Smallwood (2000: 31) maintains that besides influencing vision, without 
values, there is unlikely to be any commitment, if any, effort and resources 
apportioned to the OH&S effort. If OH&S is not a value and if people are not 
the most important resource, will the DoL Inspectorate make a difference?   
 
2.9.4 Vision 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 1 313) defines vision as 
“the ability to think about or plan the future with imagination or wisdom”, or ”  
a mental image of what the future will or could be like.”  
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A definition obtained from the website defines vision as ”An overarching 
statement of the way an organization wants to be; an ideal state of being at a 
future point” www.asq.org/info/glossary/v.html 
 
To help crystallise these concepts and to communicate them, should an 
organisation not address some general questions such as: 
 
• what should be the overall goal or objective of the organisation in terms 
of preventing accidents that causes injuries, production interruption, 
property damage and diminished health, and 
• who should be responsible for identifying hazardous conditions, and 
enforcing procedures and training personnel. 
 
According to (Smallwood, 1995: 13) the Business Roundtable says: “While it 
is recognised that injuries do occur, this recognition should never convey 
acceptance that injuries must occur.” Zero injuries are the only realistic goal 
since a lesser goal would represent compromise that injuries will occur and 
that they are acceptable.    
 
In summation of the aforementioned it appears that the vision cited above has 
the objective of eliminating the OH&S hazards of the environment and the 
unsafe actions of persons before the accident or injury occurs. ‘If contractors 
or employers do not have a vision, will the DoL Inspectorate make a 
difference?’   
 
2.9.5 Goals 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 493) defines goals as 
“an aim or desired result.” 
  
Hinze (1997: 14) refers to the goals-freedom-alertness-theory, namely Kerr’s 
theory, used to explain accident causation, which states that the safe and 
healthy work performance is the result of a psychologically rewarding work 
environment. The essence of the theory is that management should let a 
worker have a well-defined goal and should give the worker the freedom to 
pursue that goal.  
 
According to Kerr’s theory, a rewarding psychological climate is one in which 
workers are encouraged to participate in setting attainable goals and choosing 
methods to attain these goals.  
 
There are other methods which can be used to improve site OH&S. According 
to Rowlinson (1997: 155) the University of Hong Kong commenced a series of 
site based experiments into behaviour modification. These were described in 
the following statement: “Behavioural OH&S management comprises a range 
of techniques which seek to improve OH&S performance by setting goals, 
measuring performance and providing feedback.” ‘If contractors or employers 
do not have a goal, can the DoL Inspectorate make a difference?’   
 
In summation, once it has been established, the behaviour based continuous 
improvement health and safety process represents a closed loop as illustrated 
in the figure below. 
  
 
THE CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT SAFETY PROCESS 
 
Identify Critical Behaviours 
Problem Solving 
Action Plan 
Measure 
Performance 
YES 
Acceptable 
? 
NO 
FIGURE 2.1: Continuous Improvement Safety Process (Krause, 1993: 32) 
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Therefore, it is assumed that it is important that an organisation make diligent 
efforts to establish a clear and positive OH&S culture on each construction 
site. That OH&S culture should be based on the conviction that no worker 
should ever be placed in a situation in which an injury has a high probability of 
occurring.  
 
This however would be the perfect norm, but is this being implemented by the 
management of construction and is the DoL inspectorate efficiently carrying 
out their duties to assure that workers are not being placed in unsafe 
situations?  
 
2.9.6 Assumptions 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 65) defines assumption 
as to “accept as true without proof” or ”a thing that is assumed as true.”  
 
In terms of OH&S and more specifically, culture and commitment, how 
important are assumptions? Although research or experience might indicate 
that increased OH&S effort results in a decrease in incidents, it is not 
automatically guaranteed. Therefore, unless one assumes that injuries will be 
minimised through OH&S effort one is unlikely to be committed to OH&S, 
apportion resources and consequently fail to realise the vision (Smallwood, 
1995: 16). ‘If contractors or employers do not make assumptions, will the DoL 
Inspectorate make a difference?’   
 
2.10   THE ROLE OF THE OH&S INSPECTORATE 
 
Regulations protective of human OH&S to prevent illnesses, injuries and 
fatalities require costly measures that may have an effect on the profitability of 
a business. Many may argue that decreased injury and illness enhances the 
productivity of an employee and recoups at least some, or all of the 
employer’s expenses incurred for establishing OH&S procedures by 
increasing the productivity of the worker and decreasing medical care and 
compensation costs for an organisation. 
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According to Hinze (1997: 72-73) the majority of OSHA regulations provide 
direct guidance for maintaining safe physical conditions in the workplace and 
that OSHA is responsible for promulgating new regulations and for enforcing 
the regulations in the workplace and that OSHA’s regulations are enforced 
through inspections of employer sites by OSHA compliance officers.  
 
Clauses 28 to 35 in the OH&S Act (Republic of South Africa, 1993: 14-9) 
elucidate the role of the Inspectorate.  
 
The DoL Annual Report (2000: 40) states that the aim of the OH&S 
Inspectorate is to provide for the health and safety of people at work, the use 
of plant and machinery and the protection of people from dangerous activities 
at places of work. In South Africa, is the DoL Inspectorate succeeding in 
assisting to curb expenses, injuries, fatalities and illnesses?  
 
According to a media statement released on the 8 April 2002 by the DoL, 
government, labour and business signed an historical accord jointly 
committing to prioritise the promotion of OH&S in the workplace. Minister 
Mdladlana the South African Minister of Labour further commented that the 
signing of the accord was a culmination of a process launched last year as an 
OH&S awareness campaign, committing social partners to play their 
respective roles in the prevention of occupational diseases, injuries, and 
fatalities (DoL, 2002: 1).  Furthermore, the DoL has established a fifteen-point 
programme of action and is committed to addressing the respective 
interrelated challenges within a period of five years.  
 
Point eight of this programme specifically aims to adequately deal with the 
negative consequences of occupational accidents and ill health of individuals, 
enterprises of the state and to accelerate measures aimed at reducing 
accidents and improving the OH&S of workers (DoL, 2000: 23). 
  
As mentioned previously, OH&S primarily deals with the promotion of the H&S 
of persons in the workplace. To be able to promote OH&S and reduce 
incidents in the workplace OH&S inspections should be mustered effectively.  
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During the year 2000 the OH&S Inspectorate focused on inspection work by 
implementing mechanisms to realize the integrated enforcement of labour 
legislation (DoL, 2000: 13).   
 
According to Minister Mdladlana, the South African Minister of Labour, the 
Chief Directorate consolidated working relationships to ensure cooperative 
governance with other departments. In doing so, the result was that during the 
year 2 000, 5 950 incidents and 493 fatalities were investigated and finalised 
by inspectors. Notices served on employers, included 6 970 contraventions of 
the regulations and 649 contraventions of the Act.  During the 
abovementioned year 10 060 inspections were conducted thus exceeding the 
6 408 targeted for the year. A total of 1 887 incidents and 636 complaints were 
also registered with the DoL (DoL, 2001: 13).  
 
According to a statement (Chick, 1999: 28) the Minister of Labour had 
undertaken a preventative strategy aimed at preventing occupational diseases 
and accidents. This substantiates that attention is being paid to curbing 
deaths in industry and particularly in the construction sector, however, the 
number of fatalities remain unacceptably high.  
 
The report further states that during the year 2000, the DoL employed 82 
inspectors with OH&S qualifications.  However, mention is also made that the 
DoL Inspectorate operated with a shortage of skilled OH&S inspectors the 
vacancy rate amounted to 47.8%, namely, because of difficulty experienced in 
obtaining suitable personnel in the engineering disciplines, and also because 
of the poor remuneration being offered by the DoL.  
 
According to OSHA reports inspection priorities, not all of the three million 
workplaces covered by federal OSHAs can be inspected regularly. The most 
hazardous conditions need attention first. Does the South African DoL not 
have the same problem? Are the DoL inspectors in South Africa able to 
conduct regular inspections and cover all workplaces?   
 
In comparison the Labour Inspectorate in Luxembourg - L'Inspection du 
Travail et des Mines (ITM) - forms part of the Ministry of Labour to whom its 
Director reports. ITM is by far the smallest of the Community Inspectorates 
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with a total staff of 38 in the inspector, controller and administrative grades. 
The Inspectorate has close cooperation and collaboration with a number of 
other and government departments who also have an interest in the subject of 
OH&S at work.  
 
The responsibility of monitoring compliance with health and safety legislation 
is borne by inspectors and controllers, with increasing assistance from 
customs officers. With the exception of risks associated with major hazard 
premises as defined, risks to the OH&S of the public arising from work  
activities are the responsibility of the police 
(http://www.itm.etat.lu/itm/introuk.htm). 
 
2.11   INVESTIGATIONS 
 
The commitment to careful reporting and investigation of all incidents involving 
injury, property damage, production interruption and diminished OH&S is a 
major factor in accident prevention. Which accidents should be reported and 
investigated? Clause (24) (1-4) of the OH&S Act (Republic of South Africa, 
1993: 12) specifically deals with “report to inspector regarding certain 
incidents.”  
 
In South Africa it is legally required to report incidents to the DoL inspectorate 
within a prescribed period. Furthermore, Clause (31) (1-4) of the OH&S Act 
(Republic of South Africa, 1993: 16) specifically deals with ‘Investigations.’ Is 
the DoL inspectorate honouring this requirement? According to Rowlinson 
(1997: 145) accident investigation is a key element in accident prevention.  
 
Furthermore, it is important to learn from experience and to be able to identify 
commonly recurring types of accidents in order to be able to devise new 
prevention procedures. However, accident analysis records do not have to 
depend solely on accidents that have happened. He maintains that accident 
records fall into two types: 
 
• those which are required by statute, and  
• those which are required by good management practice. 
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Furthermore, records can be categorised into two man fields: 
 
• reactive records: 
• incident reports involving near misses; 
• accident report in which injury took place; 
• accident reports in which damage took place; 
• prosecutions under government ordinances, and  
• insurance claims. 
 
• proactive records: 
• hazard reports; 
• personal protective equipment issue records; 
• training records, and 
• OH&S inspection records. 
 
St John Holt (2001: 16) concurs with the previous author saying that the 
hardest lessons to be learned in accident prevention originate from 
investigation of accidents and incidents which could have resulted in injury or 
loss.  Facing up to those lessons can be traumatic for all concerned, being the 
reason why investigations are often incomplete. Nevertheless, the depth 
required of an investigation must be a function of the value it has for the 
organisation and other stakeholders that may use the results, such as 
enforcement agencies. 
 
2.12   ACCIDENT AND INJURY STATISTICS 
 
Although injuries may be regarded as random occurrences, a statistical review 
of injuries and accidents suggests that they are not always random. Injuries 
and accidents may be more likely to occur during certain hours of the day.  It 
can be argued that to a large extent, the timing of injuries and accidents can 
be explained by the work activities taking place on a project or the mental 
disposition of workers at differing times of the day (Hinze, 1997: 31).  
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 1 147) defines statistics 
as “the practice or science of collecting and analysing numerical data in large 
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quantities, especially for the purpose of inferring proportions in a whole from 
those in a representative sample.”  
 
Clarke (1999: 86-87) mentions the importance of analysis and the use of 
statistics when conducting any audit or review process, and that there are 
three basic analysis approaches which need to be used: 
 
• frequency rate; 
• incidence rate, and  
• mean duration.  
 
These formulae are the starting point both in reporting systems based on 
compliance with Reporting of Industrialised Diseases and Dangerous 
Occurrences Regulations (RIDDOR) and in any auditing and reviewing 
system.  
 
St John Holt (2001: 9) maintains that it is widely recognised that OH&S injury 
statistics offer only the depressing and not especially useful prospects of 
counting failures to control injury and ill-health. What is needed is an agreed 
system of positive measures of how well controls are working.  
 
Recent studies by the (HSE) using the Labour Force Surveys (LFS) indicate that 
only 55% (1997 / 98) of all non-fatal reportable injuries in construction were 
actually reported to the local authorities. This was an improvement on (1989 / 90) 
figures which were as low as 38%, and rising to 46% in (1994 / 95). 
 
2.13 AUDITING  
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 70) defines audit as “an 
official inspection of an organisation’s accounts, typically by an independent 
body.”  
 
Clarke (1999: 84) defines an audit as “any thorough going assessment or 
review.”  The author further states that the performance of all systems and of 
people changes over time. It usually deteriorates unless something is done to 
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maintain it.  Consequently the purpose of auditing is twofold: to maintain 
performance and secondly to ensure relevance and effectiveness.  
 
OH&S audits must be made by trained, competent people outside the 
department or activity being audited and the following elements should be 
audited: 
 
• policy; 
• organisation; 
• planning and measuring, and 
• reviewing. 
 
St John Holt (2001: 18) states that audits address systems and the way they 
function in practice, while inspections address physical conditions. While 
inspections of a site, or particular items of equipment could be conducted 
formally at least weekly, an audit of the inspection system throughout an 
organisation would address whether the required inspections were conducted,  
the way they were being recorded who received copies of the report and 
whether action was taken promptly as a result.  
 
According to the DoL Annual Report (2000 / 2001: 40) the OH&S Programme 
consists of the following sub-programmes: 
 
• inspections and investigations; 
• administrative functions; 
• research; 
• services rendered to other countries; 
• training of staff, and 
• administrative auxiliary services. 
 
The report identifies that inspections and auditing is an item under the sub-
programme of inspections and investigations. 
 
It therefore appears that auditing is part of the DoL’s OH&S policy, but is it 
effectively being implemented by the OH&S inspectorates and how do they 
engender an optimum culture?   
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2.14    QUALIFICATIONS  
 
It is commonly accepted in the construction industry that the responsibilities 
for OH&S on site are usually delegated to a manager in addition to the 
individual’s primary job function. However, some people’s opinions differ, and 
because of conflict of interest, some argue that neither the site manager nor 
the project manager should be responsible for OH&S. The reason being that a 
site manager has many responsibilities, inter alia, the following: 
 
• involvement in site planning and scheduling; 
• involved in site construction and solving of problems; 
• be familiar with tender documents, budgets and project installation; 
• continuously evaluating work areas and procedures, and 
• be permanently on site making realistic assessments of changing 
conditions. 
 
OH&S is an integral aspect of any occupation and activity. It is also therefore 
understood that by judging from the abovementioned list of responsibilities, 
the person delegated as OH&S supervisor should be competent, suitably 
qualified and capable of dealing with identification and correction of existing or 
predictable OH&S hazards. According to the US DoL, OSHA refers to its 
inspectors as Compliance Safety and Health Officers (CSHO).  
 
The inspectors are qualified and experienced professionals whose goal is to 
help employers and workers reduce workplace hazards.  According to 
Australian selection criteria (2004: C:\Documents and Settings\flgemini\Local 
Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK9F\Job Description (7).htm) applicants 
for the position of Workplace Health and Safety Advisor (WH&SA) will need to 
demonstrate the assimilation of specialist knowledge and skills commensurate 
with the requirements of the position. 
 
In ordinary circumstances the possession of a tertiary qualification from a 
recognised tertiary institution in a discipline relevant to the profession of 
OH&S, and at least five years recent experience in a role with significant 
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OH&S responsibilities will satisfy this requirement. The question is thus 
posed: What qualifications do South African DoL OH&S inspectors possess? 
 
2.15 COST OF ACCIDENTS 
 
Overseas literature states that the European Agency for OH&S at Work has 
launched what it describes as the largest European Union (EU) campaign 
ever to reduce the huge human and financial costs of poor OH&S standards in 
Europe’s construction industry. According to the agency, higher OH&S 
standards in Europe’s construction industry could save up to 1 300 lives each 
year and avoid 850 000 serious injuries.  
 
The financial costs of this high incidence of accidents and work-related 
illnesses, is estimated at $ 75 billion a year. Construction is one of the EU’s 
most important industries, employing over 12 million people and worth over  
€ 900 billion a year. Yet it has one of the worst OH&S records. It’s accident 
rate is twice as high as the EU industry average (Construction Europe, 2004: 
7).  
  
Coble and Haupt (1999: 903) maintain that good conditions relative to OH&S 
constitute good business practice. Therefore, the integration of OH&S 
measures into a total management system in the construction industry can 
contribute significantly to cost efficiency, quality assurance and environmental 
protection.  
 
Rowlinson (1997: 115) states that the cost of an accident is not simply the 
hospitalisation and compensation costs of the individual involved in an 
accident.  
 
Accident costs are far reaching and are accumulated throughout the project 
and the organisation. The direct costs of accidents are categorised as follows: 
 
• sick pay; 
• employees compensation payments; 
• personal injury claims; 
• repair of damage to buildings; 
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• repair of damage to plant and equipment; 
• replacement of products, and 
• overtime payments. 
 
According to Rowlinson (1997: 116) Heinrich (1941) listed the indirect costs of 
accidents as follows: 
 
• cost of time of injured employee; 
• cost of time lost by other employees who stop work; 
• cost of time lost by foremen, supervisors and other executives; 
• cost of time spent on the case by first aid attendant and other staff; 
• cost due to damage of machinery, tools, property and materials; 
• incidental costs due to interference with production; 
• cost to employer for continuing wages of injured worker; 
• cost due to loss in profit due to reduced worker productivity; 
• cost due to loss in profit due to idle equipment; 
• cost incurred because of subsequent injuries partially caused by the 
incident, and  
• cost of overheads i.e. utilities, heat, rent, etc.... 
 
Davies and Tomasin (1996: 5) mention the economic effects of accidents and 
concur that accident statistics represent not only terrible human tragedies but 
also substantial economic cost because accidents cause: 
 
• damage to plant and equipment; 
• damage to work already completed; 
• loss of productive work time while debris is cleared; 
• reduced work rate until normal site working and morale is restored; 
• disruption while investigations are conducted by the organisation’s 
OH&S department, the insurers, inspectors and trade unions; 
• legal costs and in some cases, fines; 
• increased insurance premiums, and  
• loss of confidence and reputation. 
 
Hinze (1997: 50) concurs with other authors such as (Levitt and Samelson 
(1993), Rowlinson (1997), Heinrich (1941) and Davies and Tomasin (1996) 
stating that the costs of injuries can be roughly categorised as either direct or 
indirect. The direct costs are those directly attributed to or associated with 
injuries. They are typically the costs covered by workers’ compensation 
insurance policies. 
 
                                                   INSURED  
                    Employer’s Liability                       Business Interruption          
                    Public Liability Claims                   Product Liability           
                    Damage Buildings  
                    Damage to Vehicles                                                      
 
          DIRECT                                                                          INDIRECT              
                 Sick Pay              Investigation Costs 
                  Repairs                     Loss of Goodwill 
                  Product Lost / Damaged                                                                                          Loss of Corporate Image
                        Hiring and Training of Replacement Staff    
                                                UNINSURED 
 
FIGURE 2.2:  Direct and Indirect Costs (Al-Mufti, 1999: 148) 
 
Examples of direct costs include ambulance services, medical and ancillary 
treatment, medication, hospitalisation, and disability benefits, including a 
percentage of the lost wages of injured workers.  
 
The direct costs of injuries tend to be associated with the treatment of the 
injury and any unique compensation offered to workers as a consequence of 
being injured, and the indirect costs are the most elusive component of the 
construction worker. The indirect costs can be considered as those that are 
hidden, in line with aspects aforementioned by other authors previously. 
 
According to Al-Mufti (1999: 148) studies on accident costs have genrally 
allocated costs into two major components, namely direct and indirect costs. 
In addition the classification has extended to two further related categories 
namely insured and uninsured costs. Figure 2.2 provides a general illustration 
of these categories. Al-Mufti (1999: 148) quotes Levitt (1981) who states that 
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studies conducted to determine the costs of accidents in construction have 
produced differing conclusions. Total construction costs investigated at 
Stanford University were determined to be 3% of the total project costs, 
amounting to 10% of labour costs.  
 
Al-Mufti (1999: 148) further quotes Everett (1996) who concluded that the total 
costs of accidents had risen to somewhere between 7.9% and 15% of the 
total costs of new construction from the 6.5% proposed by a previous study 
commissioned by the Business Roundtable in the USA in 1979.  
 
2.16   BEHAVIOURAL ISSUES   
 
Rowlinson (1997: 155) reflects on behaviour modification techniques and 
contends: ‘Behavioural OH&S management comprises a range of techniques 
which seek to improve OH&S performance by setting goals, measuring 
performance and providing performance feedback’.   
 
Attention to OH&S in the construction industry has increased dramatically 
over the past decades. Hinze (1997: 1) states that the time for OH&S 
awareness has arrived and that OH&S is no luxury, it is a necessity.  As 
indicated by St John Holt (2001: 120) accidents in construction and other 
industries are attributable to people. To err is human, all humans make 
mistakes.  Moreover, awareness of our limitations is needed before we can 
set up systems successfully which take such limitations into account and 
maximise OH&S efforts on site.  
 
Behavioural manifestations, sometimes referred to as human factors, which 
affect human performance are: 
 
• perceptual, mental and physical capabilities of people; 
• interaction of people with their organisation, jobs and working 
environment; 
• influence of equipment and systems design on human performance; 
• organisational characteristics whish influence OH&S related behaviour, 
and 
• social and inherited characteristics of people. 
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According to Smallwood (1997: 138) OH&S education is important for both 
management and workers as incidents and accidents occur downstream of 
culture, management system, and exposure.  
 
Culture and management system in turn, are both influenced by OH&S 
education and training, a lack of which in turn can negatively affect behaviour.  
 
Maloney and Smith (1999: 337-338) state that the focus of construction OH&S 
must shift from the top-down imposition of rules and programmes to a bottom-
up focus in which workers and their work crews are responsible for 
performance including productivity, quality and OH&S. The work crew, using a 
continuous process of improvement will identify a paradigm of behaviour.  
 
A reduction in the occurrence and frequency of risk behaviour will result in a 
reduction of accidents and injuries. Is this not what is required in the South 
African context?  
 
Saunders and Wheeler (1991: 90) state that research studies have identified 
inter alia, human errors and failings along with other factors as contributing to 
the vast majority of accidents and dangerous occurrences.  
 
Failure to cope with circumstances leading up to and prevailing at the time of 
the accident is evident in most situations. It is therefore vital to identify prime 
factors involving human behaviour as a major part of an investigation together 
with human reaction to unsafe conditions within the workplace. 
 
Smallwood (1995: 27) refers to Krause (1993) who contends that although 
incident rates are as a result of exposure to risks and hazards, invariably a 
great deal of exposure has already occurred before any given incident occurs. 
 
Moreover, the question is asked: Why is it that people behave in such a 
manner that exposes them to risk and in certain cases, possible death?  
Krause (1993) maintains that in many cases management has in the past 
condoned unsafe behaviour either implicitly or explicitly, and that statistically, 
 79
due to probability, it is inevitable that workers are injured or become a fatal 
statistic. 
 
2.17 FACTORS CAUSING SITE ACCIDENTS   
 
The construction industry is notorious for its poor OH&S record when 
compared to other industries. Every year a considerable amount of time is lost 
as a result of work related health problems, accidents and OH&S incidents. 
Davies and Tomasin (1996: 7) state that the key to influencing OH&S is to 
foresee the hazards and thus be in a position to eliminate them. The main 
causes of accidents are: 
 
• falls; 
• stepping on; 
• striking against objects; 
• lifting and carrying; 
• machinery; 
• electricity; 
• transport, and 
• fires and explosions. 
 
The aforementioned authors concurs that by far, the largest category is falls, 
which includes people falling from one level to another, people falling at the 
same level, plant and material falling and striking.   
 
Anumba (1999: 158) states that there are numerous factors responsible for 
accidents on construction sites. These include the following:  
 
• falls from heights; 
• falling objects; 
• tripping over objects at ground level; 
• strenuous work; 
• inclement weather; 
• hazardous substances used or generated during the course of 
construction;  
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• force majeure in the form of inter alia, earthquakes; 
• site conditions; 
• collapse of site structures; 
• site transportation; 
• unsafe practices such as methods, and equipment; 
• inadequate training; 
• poor supervision of site activities; 
• lack of facilities and structures for anticipating and dealing with OH&S 
 risks, and 
• human error. 
 
Of the above, falls are considered to represent the worst factors of accidents 
accounting to up to 50% of all accidents (HSE Report, 1995: 16).  
 
2.18   ACCIDENT CAUSATION 
 
Every accident constitutes proof that adequate preventative action was not 
taken. The OH&S minded management plans all its plant and operations to be 
as safe as possible, trains it’s workers in safe practices and seeks their 
sincere cooperation in preventing accidents, supervises the workers carefully, 
makes job-safety analysis to determine and establish safe job routines and 
maintains plant inspection to discover otherwise undetected hazards.   
 
The purpose of accident investigation is to discover causative factors, the 
hazardous conditions and practices that brought the accident about, so that 
proper action may be taken to prevent a recurrence. Greenwood and Woods 
were the first to call attention to multiple accidents as an important factor in 
the incidence of injury in industry (Blake, 1963: 113). 
 
The National Research Council in the UK in one of their studies concluded 
that accident prone individuals are accident prone in any occupation.  
Furthermore, the council found that accident proneness is a measurable 
quality and advanced the theory that certain accidents are unconsciously 
purposive.  
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Hinze (2005: 1) states that in order to be effective in improving OH&S 
performance, construction organizations must be structured and positioned to 
make changes when this is deemed appropriate.  
 
To be truly proactive, it requires that an OH&S approach be adopted that is 
not dependent on the monitoring of injuries after they occur. Rather than 
basing OH&S actions on measures of failures, a shift in thinking is needed 
whereby the focus is on the actions that can lead to improved OH&S 
performance. The traditional measures of OH&S are after-the-fact measures 
of OH&S and these are commonly referred to as trailing, downstream or 
lagging indicators.  
 
Krause (1990: 150) states that generally speaking, accident causation 
analysis indicates what there is to learn from past accidents about their 
causes. In addition, Cause Tree analysis of accidents serves several 
important functions in that, it represents an impartial, non-blaming method of 
analysis, which is exhaustive, clearly laying out all the causes as they 
contributed to the accident.  
 
Petersen (1980: 4) refers to the domino theory of accident causation, which 
has since the 1920s been quoted at length, and has been until recently 
universally accepted as a real description of the accident process.  There are 
other equally good, perhaps better, models of accident causation, but 
nonetheless, the domino effect theory has held up from its inception, till the 
present before being challenged by newer theory.  The author further states 
that from this sequence of steps in occurrence of accidental injury, it is 
apparent that worker failure is the heart of the problem and that method of 
control must be directed towards worker failure.   
 
2.18.1 Designing for OH&S  
 
Hinze (2005:  10) states that designers also play a role in influencing project 
OH&S performance. Designers can make design decisions with the objective 
of favourably impacting construction worker OH&S. Projects that are designed 
with worker OH&S as an objective are more likely to have better OH&S 
performances.  Furthermore, facility owners can improve OH&S performance.  
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There are different levels of owner influence on OH&S performance.  
 
These include the use of OH&S as a selection criterion for contractors, the 
incorporation of OH&S language in the construction contract, providing funds 
to support the OH&S effort, and the active involvement of he owner during the 
construction phase. 
 
In summation, accident causation may be defined as an integral programme, 
a series of coordinated activities, directed at the control of unsafe personal 
performance, unsafe mechanical conditions, and based on certain knowledge, 
attitudes, and abilities. It is evident that progress has been made since the 
past and prevailing concepts, that all accidents are due to carelessness or 
that they are chance occurrences. The theory that most accidents are related 
to personality problems is a decisive advancement of at least a partial solution 
of the accident problem. 
 
2.19 PENALTIES 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 861) defines penalty as 
“a punishment imposed for breaking a law, rule or contract.”   
 
Fink (2001: 1) upholds that if a person breaches an OH&S statute he will have 
committed an offence which is punishable by some type of enforcement  
proceeding.  Alternatively, if a person breaches an OH&S civil law, the injured 
party can bring a civil action for damages, alleging for example, negligence, 
breach of contract or the tort of breach of statutory duty.  
 
The ultimate course taken by inspectors to uphold the law is to prosecute for 
contravention. Any person that does not comply with any part of the HSW Act 
or its relevant regulations can be prosecuted in the Sheriff’s Court in Scotland. 
The maximum fine that may be imposed for each offence if the defendant is 
found guilty is £ 2 000. However, serious cases may be brought on indictment 
before the Crown Court. 
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According to St John Holt (2001: 275) breaches of OH&S law are criminal 
offences, dealt with initially in Magistrates Courts and in most cases 
proceeding no further.  
 
Local magistrates adjudicate on about 97% of all criminal prosecutions, but 
can decline to deal with a case if they decide their powers of punishment are 
not sufficient. In that event the case is heard in the Crown Court before a 
judge and jury. 
 
In South Africa, Clause 38 (1-4) of the OH&S Act (Republic of South Africa, 
1993: 20) specifically deals with offences, penalties and special orders of 
court, wherein contraventions, offences, and fines are stipulated.    
 
2.20 AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 19) defines affirmative 
action as “action favouring those who suffer or who have suffered from 
discrimination.” 
 
As South Africa ended its first decade of freedom, government’s attention   
turned towards the challenges the country would face in the next 10 years. As 
part of the process, the Presidency undertook a study to review the impact of 
government policies and programmes since 1994. According to a media 
statement by Government Communications (2003: 1) ‘Towards a Ten Year 
Review’ the result of the study identified the major achievements in the first 
decade of freedom and also indicated that there are still some major 
challenges for the future.   
 
Most evidence suggests that the government has made remarkable progress 
in transforming the State machinery to make it more responsive to the needs 
of the citizens. The present restructuring process involves the identification of 
skills with job descriptions and the retraining of staff.  
 
The Public Service has also come close to meeting the targets set for 
improving the representivity in the Public Service. Although African persons 
now make up 72% of the Public Service at all levels, government still needs to 
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focus on increasing the number of women in senior positions as well as a 
more general increase in the number of disabled persons employed 
Government Communications (2003: 11).  
 
According to the African National Congress (ANC) Reconstruction and 
Development Programme (RDP) a key focus point of the RDP was on 
ensuring a full and equal role for women in every aspect of the economy and 
society.  
 
With this emphasis on Affirmative Action (AA) the objective is to unlock 
boundless energies and creativity suppressed by racism and discrimination 
(ANC, 1994: 9). 
 
According to the South African Government Communications (2003: 12) the 
introduction of the Senior Management service improved conditions of service 
for senior managers with he aim of retaining and attracting skilled personnel in 
the Public Service. There is more stability in the echelons of the Public 
Service although the general lack of technically skilled personnel at all levels 
is a matter of concern. Does this statement not reinforce and justify the 
concern that the DoL Inspectorate does not have skilled personnel which is 
possibly reducing its effectiveness?    
 
In its tumultuous nearly 40 year history, AA has been both praised and 
pilloried as an answer to racial inequality. The policy was introduced in 1965 
by President Johnson of the USA, as a method of redressing discrimination 
that had persisted in spite of civil rights laws and constitutional guarantees. 
"This is the next and more profound stage of the battle for civil rights." 
Johnson asserted. "We seek… not just equality as a right and a theory, but 
equality as a fact and as a result." According to the South African Department 
of Housing Report (2002: 1) the Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable 
Development,  entitled ‘From our Origins to the Future’, Item 2 states: “We 
commit ourselves to build a humane, equitable and caring global society 
cognisant of the need for human dignity for all.” 
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2.21    ACCREDITATION 
 
The legal responsibility for the accreditation of qualifications presents a very 
complex situation with several layers of provision in each country. The SA 
Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 7) defines accreditation as “to 
give credit to someone for something.”   
 
The author further states that although construction is all about building an 
end product, it is a process and at the same time, to some extent a service. 
As a process it is more difficult to measure quality rather than a service.  
 
There appears to be a need for the creation of an independent national level 
accreditation / agency of eminent professionals for establishment of national 
standards on OH&S and development of an audit mechanism for assessing 
effectiveness of OH&S in industries, ports and mines by external OH&S 
audits.  
 
A coherent national policy on occupational OH&S of workers employed in all 
sectors of the economy should be prepared. This policy would serve as 
guidelines for all government departments, enforcement agencies, employers 
and employee organizations as well as other organizations to take appropriate 
measures to promote OH&S. The policy needs to be framed through tripartite 
consultation among the Government, employer’s representatives and 
representatives of the employees.  
 
2.22 INCENTIVES 
 
There seems to be different opinions on the basis of assessment on which 
incentive schemes are founded and also in the industrial atmosphere into 
which they must fit. Incentive schemes give rise to much discussion, although 
this is as much due to the varying interpretations of what is meant by an 
incentive scheme and to the variety of opinion as to what its objectives are.   
 
Hinze (1997: 141) relates that when the topic of OH&S is raised, many people 
immediately think of awards or incentives. Many effective OH&S programmes 
can be successful without the implementation of a traditional OH&S incentive 
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programme. In fact, OH&S research results have provided only limited support 
for the value of incentives.  
 
At best, research findings tend to support the notion that incentives may 
contribute to improved performance, but their contribution is not paramount to 
the success of a OH&S programme. There appears to be evidence that some 
incentive schemes are a contributory factor in accidents.  The ‘Bloggs Delivery 
Service’ is one such case, who paid its drivers on the number of delivery 
collections made during a working shift. The emphasis on the incentive 
scheme was on speed. However, it is generally known that speed is a major 
factor in accidents, whether on the road or in factories or on construction sites. 
In this particular case one driver lost his life, four drivers were seriously injured 
and 11 slightly injured in accidents in one year. 
 
2.23 PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
The SA Concise Oxford Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 866) defines 
performance as “to carry out, accomplish, or to do something to a specified 
standard.”  
 
Griffith and Howarth (2000: 133) maintain that determining the performance of 
groups and individuals is essential in translating OH&S policies into effective 
practices. This involves determining clearly what people need to do, what their 
responsibilities are, and how their practices will be measured and judged.  
Behavioural characteristics of employees will be focused on OH&S where the 
organisation, as part of it’s OH&S management sub-system gives a clear 
definition of their roles, duties and responsibilities.  This can be affected by the 
following: 
 
• making OH&S part of their job description; 
• implementing a formal performance review which measures and 
rewards positive commitment and achievement of goals, and 
• giving support, help and training where deficiencies are identified, and 
invoking penalties where serious continual deficiencies are apparent. 
 
According to Clarke (1999: 69) management must decide in concept terms, at 
which ends of the spectrum it will set performance standards, which should 
include OH&S management standards. Performance measures are used to 
control the flow of resources and information through the process as is shown 
in the Figure 2.3.   
 
PHYSICAL 
HUMAN INPUTS 
PROCESS 
OUTPUTS 
SERVICES 
WASTE 
INFORMATION 
PRODUCT 
INFORMATION 
 
FIGURE 2.3:  Concepts underlying work processes (Clarke, 1999: 68) 
 
Wong, Chan and Lo (1999: 19) state that since the consultation paper for the 
review of industrial OH&S in Hong Kong was published in 1995, there has 
been a shift of emphasis from a prescriptive legislative framework, to a new 
strategy. The new strategy places emphasis on encouraging both contractors 
and workers to manage OH&S in a self-regulatory manner. 
 
Therefore, it is important to determine how the parties concerned, including 
contractors, clients and government officials i.e. OH&S inspectors, perceive 
OH&S resources for contractors, as well as to seek their views on the major 
important OH&S factors affecting the OH&S performance level of individual 
organisations and construction sites.  The following factors affecting the 
OH&S performance of construction sites were identified in their research: 
 
• communication of written OH&S policy; 
• OH&S system and associated OH&S items; 
• OH&S committee at site level; 
• OH&S training; 
• OH&S practices and procedures; 
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• monitoring the compliance of OH&S measures and disciplinary actions 
for non-compliance, and 
• degree of participation by the OH&S officer and the degree of 
consultation by the site OH&S to the OH&S officer.  
 
OH&S is an integrated component of the company's management structure 
not an isolated and given peripheral attention only. Paradoxically, recent 
research in the Australian construction industry indicates that organizations 
that perform at the high end of successful management of OH&S may actually 
record far higher injury statistics than other not so successful performers 
(Trethewy, 2001: 145).  
 
This finding indicates that traditional outcome measures of OH&S such as 
injury statistics bear little or no relationship with actual OH&S performance in 
the workplace. 
 
Trethewy (2002: 18) states that reliable OH&S data is a critical element in the 
development, monitoring and measurement of preventative strategies.  
 
In the past, most OHS management systems have been preoccupied with the 
outcome of workplace accidents and illness. Most common measures for 
identifying these failures has been the use of lost time injury frequency rates 
(LTIFRs) and workers compensation figures or other similar statistically based 
measures.   
 
The Australian National Occupational Health and Safety Commission 
(NOHSC) has recently conducted research in the development of Positive 
Performance Indicators (PPIs) for the construction industry in five key areas 
namely: 
 
• planning and design; 
• management processes; 
• risk management; 
• psycho-social working environment, and 
• monitoring. 
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The areas were developed after consultation with the construction industry 
and have confirmed that key positive performance indicators for industries 
which engage large numbers of contractors, such as construction, will to some 
extent reflect the essential components of a sound OHS management system 
and corresponding audit guidelines (Trethewy, 2002: 22). 
 
Smallwood (2000: 201) quoting Allen (1999) relates to Sir John Egan and his 
task team releasing a number of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) during 
national construction week in the United Kingdom (UK), which KPIs follow the 
framework for improvement set out in the ‘Rethinking Construction’ report: 
 
• a 10% reduction in capital cost every year; 
• a reduction of elapsed time between client approval and completion by 
10%, and a 20% improvement in predictability, that is, in the number of 
projects completed on time and within budget. 
 
Allen believes it is possible to: 
 
• achieve the goal of zero defects on handover across the whole industry 
within 5years, and 
• reduce the rate of reportable accidents by 20% a year. 
 
2.24 OH&S  PERFORMANCE APPROACH 
 
Hodgson and Milford (2005: 332) state that internationally, construction 
performance improvement is driven by a combination of factors including 
compliance mechanisms, leadership and innovation, advocacy and 
knowledge dissemination, capacity building, as well as supporting systems 
and tools. Regulation and the procurement practice of clients are principle 
drivers of industry performance.    
 
In its early development, the CIDB focused on establishing the procurement, 
regulatory and systems platform from which sustained performance 
improvement can be driven. Based on the current status of the industry, the 
challenge ahead is a prioritization of performance goals that will achieve 
impact and create a new threshold for progressive improvement. 
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Marosszeky (2005: 12) states that while recent government initiatives to 
improve OH&S and quality performance on construction sites have reduced 
accidents, construction sites continue to be among the most dangerous 
workplaces in the economy and rework levels are comparable to company 
profit margins. Although in recent years there has been a drive towards 
behaviour-based approach to OH&S management, the continuing 
improvements being sought will be found only through a combination of 
behaviourial and process management strategies and a greater focus at the 
present level. 
 
Choudry, Fang, Lew, Smyth, and Zou (2006:  539) refer to the effects on 
behaviour-based safety (BBS) and present the results of the BBS field 
research based on goal setting and feedback elaborating how OH&S 
performance could be measured in an effective manner in construction site 
environments.  BBS is the systematic application of psychological research on 
human behaviour to the problems of OH&S in the workplace. It is claimed that 
96% of all workplace accidents are triggered by unsafe behaviour.  
 
The authors state that according to the accident pyramid, Heinrich (1959) 
proposes that for every 300 unsafe acts there are 29 minor injuries and 1 
major injury. Widespread acceptance of Heinrich’s theory of accident 
causation that unsafe acts lead to minor injuries and over time to major injury 
sent OH&S managers and organisation’s management in pursuit of unsafe 
acts under the assumption that if they could control unsafe behaviour then the 
major injury would not occur. 
 
Global competition has intensified in the past decades, and as a part of an 
overall commitment to product and process innovation, leaders in the 
manufacturing sector have used performance measurement to great 
advantage to help drive a strategy of continuous improvement. Company 
managers in this sector traditionally adopted a project centered perspective to 
their businesses. This view holds that projects are inherently different and 
hence valid comparisons either cannot be made at all or are so compromised 
by specific project differences that their validity should be questioned. 
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Naturally there is truth in the fact that at the project level differences are 
inevitably significant and comparisons are fraught with danger. 
  
Choudry, Fang, Lew, Smyth, and Zou (2006:  539) cite McAfee and Winn 
(1989) who demonstrated that OH&S behaviour could be improved by 
systematically monitoring OH&S related behaviours and providing feedback in 
conjunction with goal setting and training. Goal setting coupled with feedback 
was better than feedback alone, and participative goal setting was more 
effective than assigned goal setting. The research reveals that perhaps BBS 
can be one of the best techniques to improve construction site OH&S. 
Furthermore, the author’s conclude by highlighting the results clearly 
indicating that a BBS intervention can be employed to increase safe behaviour 
within the construction industry 
 
2.25 CHALLENGES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF LABOUR INSPECTION       
           SYSTEMS 
 
According to Makhonge (2005: 32) the OH&S challenges faced by the labour 
inspection systems in Kenya are the Factories and Other Places of Work 
(FOPW) Act, which makes employers responsible for ensuring that the work 
environment is safe and without risks to employees’ OH&S.  
 
In the traditional approach which has been practised for a long time, the 
occupier of the factory primarily waits for the government inspector to inspect 
and point out the contraventions of the law, occasionally requiring that the 
occupier is taken to court before any tangible improvements are made. If an 
inspector does not conduct an inspection, the workplace OH&S improvements 
implemented by the employer are usually very basic.  
 
This reactive situation has proved ineffective over time and hence the need for 
change, for the following reasons: 
 
• the industrial industry has expanded over time, but the number of 
inspectors needed to conduct regular inspections on every site has 
remained low; 
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• the inspectors rely primarily on government  provided transport but due 
to financial constraints, governments are not able to provide adequate 
transport;  
• clients require appropriately trained inspectors who are competent in 
identifying hazards and offer practicable solutions; 
• training opportunities for inspectors have been substantially reduced; 
• clients are increasingly challenging the inspectors to support their 
opinions with scientific data; 
• the demand for all economic activities to be covered by the OH&S 
legislation will create a greater burden in terms of an increased 
workload, and  
• the general low rating of the Minister of Labour in terms of funding 
makes it difficult to deal with the abovementioned issues as all issues 
are independent of finances.  
 
The question can thus be posed: Is this unstable situation not similar and 
occurring in South Africa?    
 
2.26 DESIGNER INITIATIVES 
 
Smallwood (2000) quotes Jeffrey and Douglas (1994) who maintain that 
clients play a critical role in construction OH&S, which is complimentary to 
their cost, quality and schedule requirements and therefore successful 
projects tend to be healthy and safe projects.  
 
The briefing of the design team by the client is a critical phase in ensuring 
project OH&S as deviations from the initial brief at a later stage can be the 
catalyst that triggers a series of events from designer through to operative that 
culminates in a site accident. 
 
According to Charnock (2004: 1) the designer initiative exercise took place 
between 19 and 30 April 2004 conducted across Scotland and North England.  
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The aims of the initiative identified in protocol were to: 
 
• impact upon those with responsibility for design issues relating to the key 
priority topic of work at height; 
• address designer performance currently, and in comparison with the 
2003 initiative results; 
• take appropriate and effective enforcement action where designers are 
failing to comply with the requirements of CDM; 
• gather intelligence concerning both good and bad design pratice, 
particularly in relation to work at height issues; 
• reinforce inspector awareness of designer performance; 
• raise awareness of the role of HSE within the construction design 
professions; 
• further increase inspector confidence when dealing with designers, and 
• deal with any matters of evident concerns during site visits. 
 
2.26.1  Assessment Criteria 
 
The inspectors were asked to assess designer performance in six key areas 
chosen as performance indicators: 
 
• knowledge of legal requirements; 
• quality of training; 
• effectiveness of the design practice’s system for CDM implementation; 
• the paperwork and recording systems used to provide a suitable trail of 
design risk reduction; 
• practical risk reduction / hazard elimination at design stage, and 
• the communication of information on residual risks. 
 
The International Labour Office (ILO) recommends that clients should 
nominate a competent person to coordinate all activities relating to: 
 
• OH&S, liaising with the DoL Inspectorate; 
• inform al contractors of special risks to OH&S; 
• require contractors submitting tenders to make provision for OH&S, and  
 94
• consider OH&S requirements when estimating dates for stage and 
overall completion of the project. 
 
2.26.2   Summary of Findings of the Designer Initiative 
 
According to Charnock (2004: 17) the findings presented of the designer 
initiative appear to have been a positive improvement in designer 
performance since the 2003 initiative took place.  
 
The statistical assessment comparisons are generally favourable, and his is 
supported by the narrative feedback from inspectors.  
 
The only area in which performance does not appear to have improved relates 
to paperwork and recording systems, and in particular the design risk 
assessments.  
 
Some key points identified are: 
 
• many designers lack the necessary knowledge to adequately  discharge 
their CDM duties, particularly in relation to their awareness of wider 
legislative requirement; 
• a structured approach to training is needed to address this lack of 
knowledge; 
• many design practices could benefit from adopting formal procedures to 
ensure CDM considerations are being applied throughout he design 
process; 
• although a modest improvement was seen, a large number of designers 
are continuing to produce paperwork of little or no benefit towards 
achieving better CDM compliance; 
• designers are achieving greater success in minimising risk, often this 
process is being supported by inputs from clients, planning supervisors 
and contractors; 
• designers require a greater understanding of the needs of contractors, 
and of construction and maintenance techniques; 
• greater efforts are required to effectively communicate information about 
residual risks in concise and relevant form; 
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• designers’ ability to minimise risk may be constrained by the 
requirements of planning authorities and other statutory bodies, and 
• HSE interventions can be effective in assisting to improve designer 
performance.   
 
2.27 A BROAD OVERVIEW OF GLOBAL OH&S TRENDS  
 
As part of the literature review the remainder of this section is presented with 
the aim of reviewing, reconciling, formulating and investigating a broad 
overview of global OH&S trends. The proposed integrated model will be 
developed from the guidelines of existing theories from overseas literature, as 
well as from research conducted on structured OH&S models already in 
existence globally. Provided in this section is an illustration of: 
 
• the views and opinions of various authors; 
• the literature contained in journals nationally and internationally; 
• articles in publications; 
• legislation applicable to other countries 
• website literature;  
• papers read at conference proceedings, and 
• legislated OH&S models being used by OH&S inspectorates in various 
countries internationally.  
 
The various trends as implemented in various countries will be discussed in 
the following sections.  
 
Present day approaches to OH&S policy and regulation were rooted in the 
1960s when trade unions in many countries turned their attention to issues 
related to the ‘quality of life’ such as job security, job satisfaction and OH&S.    
 
Later in the decade heightened community awareness of the industrial origins 
of environmental health issues caused workers and their unions to ‘adopt’ a 
more questioning approach to potential hazards in the workplace.   
 
Public and worker insistence that ‘something be done’ led to the review and 
revision of OH&S policy and regulation.  According to Hermanus (1999) in the 
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1970s new laws and policies which were national in ambit were adopted in a 
number of countries. These changes in law and policy established a new 
framework for OH&S.  Institutional mechanisms were created to ensure that 
conflict over OH&S related issues was managed more effectively and 
resolved more equitably.  The following acts were promulgated in various 
countries: 
 
• In South Africa, in 1941 the Factories, Machinery and Occupational 
Safety Act was passed in 1941.  In the 1950s investigations were carried 
out into ways of reducing the terrific waste of human resources and in 
1951 this resulted in the establishment of the National Occupational 
Safety Association (NOSA).  In 1984, the aforementioned act was 
amended regarding workers’ remuneration whilst in employment.  The 
OH&S Act No. 85 of 1993 was promulgated in 1994; 
• In addition the Construction Regulations were promulgated in 2003 with 
the intention to have a set of regulations specifically directed and 
applicable to the construction industry; 
• In the United States of America (USA) in 1970, the OH&S Act was 
passed. In terms of this Act, a standard setting and enforcement agency, 
the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) was 
established, the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 
(NIOSH) was created to provide research and technical assistance, and 
the National Advisory Committee on Occupational Safety and Health 
(NACOSH) was appointed;   
• In 1974, in Britain the Health and Safety at Work (HSW) Act was 
promulgated and the HSC a tripartite policy-making institution was set 
up together with it’s inspection and enforcement arm, the HSE; 
• In Sweden in the early 1970s, the Arbetarskyddverket or Workers 
Protection Board (ASV) an independent agency which was established 
under the Worker Protection act of 1949 to oversee the promulgation 
and enforcement of regulations was revitalised. In 1978 a new law, the 
Working Environment (WE) Act was passed.  
• In other parts of Scandinavia, namely Norway and Denmark similar laws 
were adopted in the mid 70s; 
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• In Italy, worker participation and protection fro OH&S hazards were 
boosted by the Workers Statute (WS) of 1969 and the National Health 
Service (NHS) law of 1978, and 
• In Germany legal and policy reform was promulgated with regards to 
OH&S.  Other countries in which similar reforms were undertaken 
include France, Belgium, Netherlands and Finland. 
 
Changes in form and substance of OH&S policy and regulation can be 
described in terms of a few salient features evident from comparisons of the 
legislative arrangements in a number of countries (Hermanus, 1999: 36). 
These changes are summarised in Table 2.3 on page 95.  
     
The South African OH&S Policy document states that internationally, there 
has been a marked trend towards establishing a single authority with 
responsibility for determining an overall OH&S policy and harmonising 
standards. The best known institution of this type is the British HSE 
established by the 1974 HSE Act.   
 
Most Canadian and Australian jurisdictions, as well as European and 
Scandinavian countries have a single institution with ultimate responsibility 
for determining OH&S policy. This trend is also reflected in Zimbabwe and 
Namibia. 
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TABLE 2.2:   Occupational Health and Safety Systems: Key features and    
                  Trends (Hermanus, 1999: 35) 
 
 
KEY 
CHARACTERISTICS 
 
IMPACT  
 
CONSEQUENCES AND IMPLICATIONS 
Occupational Health 
and Safety laws are 
consolidated 
National institutions 
are established  
 
National laws are 
adopted containing 
general provisions 
supported by 
specific codes or 
guidelines. 
National standards are established which 
apply to all industries 
 
Performance standards that apply to a 
wide range of situations and circumstances 
including those of suppliers to industry and 
the manufacturers of industrial goods are 
adopted. 
 
Differences in production costs between 
countries due to differences in OH&S 
standards become apparent and the 
subject of political debate 
National occupational 
health and safety 
policy 
The reduction of 
occupationally 
related disease and 
injury assumes 
national 
importance. 
 
A more 
comprehensive 
view of the extent of 
occupationally 
related injury and 
disease emerges. 
The impact of OH&S hazards on the health 
and safety of the wider community is more 
widely appreciated. 
 
Overlap between OH&S and environmental 
concerns become apparent. 
 
The basis for international co-operation, 
international standards, trade sanctions 
based on OH&S practices are established. 
 
 
Emphasis is placed on 
the prevention of 
occupational injury 
and disease 
A systems 
approach to OH&S 
is developed. 
 
Risk assessment 
techniques 
proliferate and are 
widely applied. 
The importance of leadership, organisation 
and strategic intervention becomes 
apparent. 
 
Evidence of the limitations of risk 
assessment techniques especially 
quantitative risk assessment becomes 
available. 
Explicit reconciliation 
of economic and 
occupational health 
and safety priorities is 
required 
The reconciliation 
of economic 
concerns is sought 
through the 
application of cost-
benefit analysis 
techniques and the 
reasonably 
practicable test. 
 
Developments in the environmental field 
expose the limitations of cost-benefit 
analyses and the reasonably practicable 
standard. 
 
Interest in the sustainable development 
standard grows. 
Participatory 
processes become the 
norm 
Open processes 
develop, involving 
bi-partite, tri-partite 
procedures and 
pubic participation. 
 
Supporting rights 
are established to 
information to 
participate and to 
representation. 
Difficulties in reconciling the roles of 
experts, lay experts, interested parties and 
the general public 
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TABLE 2.3:   Spread of the new OH&S policy and regulation model 
                      (Hermanus, 1999: 36) 
 
KEY ELEMENTS COUNTRY / INTERNATIONAL 
INSTITUTION 
Major enabling statute European community, United Kingdom, New 
Zealand, Denmark 
National policy *European community, United Kingdom, 
Australia, Zimbabwe 
Lead organisation European community, United Kingdom, 
Australia, New Zealand, Denmark, United 
States of America, Malaysia 
Separation of policy and technical  / 
administrative functions 
European community, United Kingdom, 
France, Netherlands, Belgium, Australia, 
Untied States o America 
Interest holder / interest group participation 
formalised 
United Kingdom, France, Netherlands, 
Belgium, Australia, United States of America, 
South Africa, Namibia, Lesotho, Swaziland, 
Malaysia, Hong Kong, Canada 
Impact of OH&S on the wider community 
addressed 
European community, International Labour  
Organisation, United Kingdom, South Africa 
Balance between economic and OH&S 
concerns sought through cost-benefit 
analysis and best practice with in bounds of 
reasonable practicability 
European community, United Kingdom, 
Australia, New Zealand, Denmark, United 
States of America, Malaysia 
* Single act provides legal basis for health and safety, environment and consumer protection 
 
2.28 THE WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION (WHO) / INTERNATIONAL 
LABOUR ORGANIZATION (ILO) JOINT EFFORT ON 
OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY IN AFRICA:  
 
At present, globally, there are 129 institutions working together to make it 
easier for people to find the information they need for making workplaces 
safer and healthier. These institutions constitute the network of CIS National 
and Collaborating Centre’s.  
 
The centres provide OH&S information to workforces in their own countries, 
and share national information with the other members of the network and the 
larger international community. In 1959, The ILO agreed to house in its 
Geneva secretariat the central switchboard of a network of 11 national and 3 
international institutions.  
 
The national members represented the libraries of health and safety 
institutions in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, and the UK.  
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The international participants were the ILO, the International Social Security 
Association (ISSA) and the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). 
The participants were acquainted with each other and drew on each other’s 
expertise. The general argument was that their collective resources could be 
used advantageously by themselves and by the world at large, if they linked 
themselves through a clearing house for information on health and safety in 
the workplace.  
 
This clearing house was given the full name of ‘International Occupational 
Health and Safety Information Centre’ in English and the acronym CIS on the 
basis of the French version of the name as it was then, ‘Centre International 
D'informations sur la Sécurité et la santé au travail’. The participating national 
institutions were renamed ‘National Centres’.  
 
The Centre’s network were established because OH&S specialists in the late 
1950s were aware that increasing amounts of useful information existed in the 
world, but were not always able to obtain the information.  
 
Humans have been publishing books and articles on OH&S since 1700, but in 
the 1950’s literature in this area began to expand more rapidly than in   past 
years. The original National Centres submitted examples of recent 
publications from their countries to the CIS in Geneva, along with abstracts of 
their contents, and the abstracts were formatted according to a common 
format, indexed and redistributed to the members of the network. The original 
documents were kept in Geneva to provide a backup in case documents went 
out of print or were otherwise unobtainable from their publishers.  As time 
progressed, a computerized bibliographic database (CISDOC) replaced index 
cards, and original documents are now stored electronically.  
 
The CIS was intended to place minimal financial burden on the ILO. The 
ISSA, ECSC and several of the original Centre’s contributed funds, and the 
abstracts were sold to interested parties outside the network.  
 
The compilation of bibliographies relative to the CIS was also mandated to 
charge for literature searches. In this entrepreneurial context, an alternate 
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functional role of the Centres was to obtain customers for CIS products and 
services.   
 
Exclusively, European at the outset, the National Centre’s network expanded 
to  America, Asia and Australia within two years, and began adding Centre’s in 
Africa in 1972.  A full listing can be found on the CIS Web site at 
http://mirror/public/english/protection/safework/cis/about/centres/index.htm.  
 
2.28.1  Difference between National and Collaborating Centres 
 
The aforementioned website illustrates that the list is divided between 
National and Collaborating Centres. When the CIS and its network were first 
organised, the term National Centre meant information centre at the 
national level as to distinguish such institutions from the CIS itself and from 
the other participants, namely the ILO, the ISSA and the ECSC.  
 
There was no bar to having more than one National Centre per nation, and 
indeed both the NIOSH and the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration were National Centres for the USA in 1961. OSHA withdrew 
from the network, and it came to be assumed that a National Centre was 
the representative of its country, and the desirability of having more than 
one Centre per country resurfaced in the 1980s. Because collaboration is 
the essence of networking, Collaborating Centre was a logical choice.  The 
World Health Organization also uses the designation Collaborating Centre 
for national focal points, but there is rarely any confusion.  
 
As previously mentioned, the original National Centres were united by the 
process of feeding the CIS bibliographic database, which then served as a 
catalogue of national OSH information resources.  There is great demand 
for CIS to collect and index OH&S legislation globally and from information 
specialists at the national level.  
 
Furthermore, the need for CIS to earn revenue from the sale of its 
information and the role of its Centres as agents in this context has been 
another incentive to expand the network. 
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2.28.2   Practical collaboration 
 
An added advantage of the network is that longer established Centres offer 
help to newer Centres by the updating of information, resources and 
management.  
 
Non- governmental covers national safety councils, employers or workers 
organizations, mutual insurance associations and other types of bodies that 
are not an educational institution or government agency and whose activities 
in the area of OH&S are felt at the national or international level. Since the 
majority of Centres are in association with government, a further breakdown is 
called for.  
 
The most common governmental location for a National or Collaborating 
Centre is a Ministry of Labour. However, that location can be in a library 
serving the ministry, or in a specific subdivision such as the factories 
inspectorate or a research institute. It is not uncommon for OH&S to be dealt 
with by Ministries of Health, and this fact, too, is reflected among the CIS 
Centres.   
 
There is also the CIS Centre’s Portal on the World Wide Web. CIS in Geneva 
provides the hosting and technical backup as provided by the Canadian 
Centre for Occupational Health and Safety CCOH&S).  The website 
(http://www.ciscentres.org) provides information on the OH&S. However, the 
search engine on the site has indexed a great number of pages on national 
sites, and will link directly to a portal page. The following table compares the 
main elements of a management system approach to OH&S at the national 
and enterprise levels: 
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TABLE 2.4:  Comparison of the main elements of a management system 
approach to OH&S at National and Enterprise levels 
(Hermanus, 1999: 36) 
 
National level Enterprise level 
Setting OH&S policy within the 
enterprise 
Setting OH&S policy within the enterprise 
Establishing and progressively 
developing a national system for OH&S 
Establishing organisation and responsibilities within 
the enterprise 
Formulating and implementing national 
programmes on OH&S 
Planning ad implementing the elements of a OHS 
management system 
Reviewing national programmes on 
OH&S 
Evaluating and reviewing performance within he 
enterprise 
Formulating new national programmes 
of OH&S for continual improvement 
Taking action for continual improvement 
 
According to Machida (2005: 29) one of the main pillars for the Global 
Strategy on OH&S adopted by the ILO conference in 2003 is the application of 
a management system approach to OH&S at a national level and enterprise 
level.  
 
The application of a management system approach as proposed includes the 
following: 
 
• firstly, national policy on OH&S should be formulated in consultation 
with representative organisations of employers and workers, as laid 
down in the OH&S convention in 1981 No. 155; 
• secondly, a national system for OH&S should be developed which 
contains the infrastructure to implement the  policy and national 
programes on OH&S; 
• thirdly, a national programme on OH&S should be developed, based 
upon the analysis of the OH&S situation, which preferably should be 
summarised as a national profile of OH&S and implemented over a 
specific period of time, and   
• in conclusion, such a programme should be reviewed and be replaced 
by a new national programme on OH&S. 
 
2.29   INTEGRATED OH&S MODEL IN SOUTH AFRICA 
 
The following section sets out South Africa’s national OH&S policy model. The 
South African cabinet has resolved that the institutions and laws regulating the 
prevention of OH&S accidents and disease and worker’s compensation 
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should be integrated and consolidated under the direction of the Minister of 
Labour.   
 
According to Hermanus (1999: 37) the OH&S system in South Africa is 
complex and there is no mechanism to provide or facilitate overall coherence 
in standards and policy.  Three government departments, namely, Labour, 
Minerals and Energy, and Health principally share responsibility for OH&S as 
summarised and illustrated in the following table. 
 
TABLE 2.5:  South Africa’s Occupational Health and Safety System 
(Hermanus, 1999: 37)  
 
The Department of 
Labour (DoL) 
The Department 
of Minerals and 
Energy (DME) 
The Department of 
Health (DoH) 
Other Departments, Laws 
and Agencies with 
overlapping / shared 
responsibilities 
Laws 
? The Occupational 
Health and Safety Act 
(1993) 
 
 
Agencies / Agents 
? Chief Directorate 
OH&S 
? The Compensation 
Commissioner 
? Rehabilitation Units 
 
 
Licenced by the DoL  
? Rand Mutual 
Assurance Company 
Ltd. 
? Federated Employers 
Mutual Assurance 
Company 
DoL – Business Joint 
Venture 
? The National 
Occupational Safety 
Association (NOSA) 
 
Laws 
? The Mines Health 
and Safety Act 
(1996) 
? Nuclear Energy 
Act (1993) 
Agencies / Agents 
? The Mine Safety 
and Health 
Inspectorate  
? Safety in Mines 
Research 
Advisory 
Committee 
? The Council for 
Nuclear Safety 
Laws 
? The Occupational 
Diseases in Mines 
and  Works Act 
(1973) 
? The Hazardous 
Substances Act 
(1973) 
Agencies / Agents 
? The Medical 
Bureau of 
Occupational 
Diseases (MBOD) 
? The National 
Centre for 
Occupational 
Health (NCOH) 
? The Compensation 
Commissioner for 
Occupational 
Diseases 
? The Epidemiology 
Research Unit 
(ERU) 
? Environmental 
Health Officers 
(local and authority 
level) 
 
 
 
Department of 
Environmental Affairs and 
Tourism 
? The National Environment 
Management Act (1998) 
 
The Department of Water 
Affairs and Forestry 
? The Department of 
Agriculture 
? Fertilizer, Farm, Feeds, 
Agricultural Remedies 
and stock remedies Act 
(1947) 
? The National Water Act 
(1998) 
 
The Department of Trade 
and Industry 
? Standards and 
Environment Directorate 
The Department  
 of Safety and Security 
? Explosives Act (1956) 
? The South African Police 
Services 
The Department of 
Transport 
?  The Aviation Act (1974) 
?   The Merchant Shipping  
      Act (1951) 
?   The Road Traffic Act  
      (1989) 
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2.30   OH&S MODEL IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (USA) 
 
According to Hinze (1997: 1) the involvement of the government in worker 
OH&S has gone through major changes in the past 200 years.   
 
During the Industrial Revolution of the nineteenth century, employers were 
seldom held responsible for work related injuries of their employees.  
 
During the first half of the twentieth century, the common law defences 
gradually gave way to statutory workers’ compensation laws, which 
transferred the responsibility for worker injuries from employee to employer.   
 
Despite workers’ compensation legislation, unacceptable levels of worker 
injuries persisted in the 1960s and led to a passage of legislation mandating 
that employers provide their employees with a safe working environment.  
This resulted in legislation which was epitomized by the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (OSHA) of 1970. According to the OSHA 
http://www.osha.gov/ (2005) the Department of Labor administers and 
enforces more than 180 federal laws.  
 
The mandates and the regulations that implement them cover many 
workplace activities for about 10 million employers and 125 million workers.  
Most private industries are regulated by OSHA or OSHA approved state 
systems, which also cover public sector employers. Employers covered by the 
OSH Act must comply with the regulations and the safety and health 
standards promulgated by OSHA. Employers also have a general duty under 
the OSH Act to provide work and a workplace free from recognised serious 
hazards. OSHA enforces the Act through workplace inspections and 
investigations. Compliance assistance and other cooperative programs are 
also available. 
 
The Longshore and Harbour Workers' Compensation Act (LHWCA), 
administered by the Employers Safety Act (ESA's) Office of Workers 
Compensation Programs (OWCP), provides for compensation and medical 
care to certain employees.  
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The Energy Employees Occupational Illness Compensation Program Act is a 
compensation program that provides a lump-sum payment of $150 000 and 
prospective medical benefits to employees, or certain of their survivors of the 
Department of Energy and its contractors and subcontractors as a result of 
cancer caused by exposure to radiation, or certain illnesses caused by 
exposure to beryllium or silica incurred in the performance of duty, as well as 
for payment of a lump-sum of $50,000 and prospective medical benefits to 
individuals (or certain of their survivors) determined by the Department of 
Justice to be eligible for compensation as uranium workers under Section 5 of 
the Radiation Exposure Compensation Act.  
 
The Federal Employees' Compensation Act (FECA), 5 U.S.C. 8101 et seq., 
establishes a comprehensive and exclusive workers' compensation program 
which pays compensation for the disability or death of a federal employee 
resulting from personal injury sustained while in the performance of duty.  
 
Several agencies administer programmes related solely to the construction 
industry. OSHA has special OH&S  standards for construction; ESA's Wage 
and Hour Division, under Davis-Bacon and related acts, requires payment of 
prevailing wages and benefits; ESA's Office of Federal Contract Compliance 
Programs enforces Executive Order 11246, which requires federal 
construction contractors and subcontractors, as well as federally assisted 
construction contractors, to provide equal employment opportunity; the anti-
kickback section of the Copeland Act precludes a federal contractor from 
inducing any employee to sacrifice any part of the compensation required. 
 
The OSH Act requires that state plans be ‘at least as effective’ as the federal 
program, including the development and enforcement of standards. It is not 
clear how federal OSHA assesses this provision, because no state program 
has ever been abolished solely for not satisfying federal OSHA requirements. 
Some California inspectors now believe the state plan is coming under serious 
stress due to a long-standing hiring freeze. 
 
“There is no evidence that California is not meeting its program requirements” 
stated an OSHA official. "OSHA does not assess the enforcement of a state 
OH&S program solely by the number of compliance personnel." The latter 
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statement is well supported by a variety of data. The California Association of 
Professional Scientists (CAPS) asserts there are now 33 % more fish and 
game wardens than workplace health and safety inspectors. The state 
appears to have half as many inspectors per covered workers as federal 
OSHA.  
 
California's state plan OSHA program (Cal / OSHA) has lost more than three-
quarters of its inspectors since 1980, while its civilian labour force has grown 
by over 50 % in the same time period, according to information obtained from 
Cal / OSHA's inspectors' union.  
 
The year 1980 is a significant one for California because in that year 
benchmarks calling for 334 safety and 471 health compliance officers were 
established for the state's occupational safety program. Meeting the 
benchmark is a requirement for final state plan approval. However, California 
has not sought final approval.   
 
‘Cal / OSHA’ argues that its enforcement effectiveness has not declined, 
asserted a spokesperson for the agency. As quoted: "In fact, our information 
is that the number of injuries and fatalities in California workplaces is in a state 
of decline, and this trend has existed for several years." According to the 
union, in recent years whenever someone left the agency or retired, the 
position was left vacant and eventually abolished. Even though the federal 
government has funded 238 inspector positions for fiscal year 2004, CAPS 
maintains that due to unfilled positions and long-term leaves there are only 
176 field inspectors employed. Given California's famous financial problems, 
the question arises as to whether the state is reducing its budget deficit by 
using money the federal government appropriated for OH&S. 
 
‘Cal / OSHA’ further states: “We set out to investigate how the owners and 
operators of small plants i.e. those with less than 100 employees; numerically, 
about 80% of all plants in Europe coped with safety, health and environmental 
(SHE) problems.” It makes depressing reading. Not just for the direct results 
that it contains, though these are bad enough, but for their implications when 
placed in a wider perspective. The US is probably over-regulated, but at least 
most regulations are harmonised across the country.  
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Europe is trying to harmonise, but despite official protest to the contrary, still 
has a very long way to go. The countries of the Former Soviet Union (FSU) 
and the emerging economies of Southeast Asia hardly bear reflecting about.  
 
One startling discovery was that only 32% of those surveyed had any form of 
SHE management system albeit, either formal or informal.  
 
Equally disturbing was that, while most plant operators were confident rightly 
or wrongly of their ability to handle safety issues, they were less confident 
about health matters and far less so about the environment.  
 
Indeed, while many showed concern for the likely effects of an accident on 
their personnel and on production, few felt that such an accident would have 
much effect on either the environment or on people in the surrounding 
community.  
 
Nor are the regulations and inspectorates as harmonised as the Eurocrats in 
Brussels. Italians have to deal with national and regional bodies; some are 
departments of local hospitals with no industrial experience. Finns complain of 
having to deal with up to five regulatory bodies with overlapping and 
conflicting requirements. Germans including their own inspectors complain of 
regulations motivated more by politics than practical science. Further 
comments are conserved as a more detailed examination of some of the other 
problems would be required. Is a similar situation not prevalent in South 
Africa? 
 
2.31   OH&S MODEL IN THE UNITED KINGDOM (UK) 
 
According to Clarke (1999: 1) the first recorded OH&S law is thought to have 
been laid down by King Hammurabi of Babylon in 2200BC when it was said 
that: “If a house shall fall down and kill the owner, the builder of the house 
shall be put to death. If the house shall fall down and kill the son of the owner, 
the son of the builder shall be put to death.”  Furthermore, the author states 
that some elementary building regulations are recorded in the Bible citing the 
following; ‘Build ye thine houses with parapets so that the blood shall not stain 
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the stones of thine house if a man fall from the roof.’ Great Britain has a 
tradition of OH&S regulation dating back over 150 years. In the UK the first 
recorded law was passed in 1802 and dealt with the OH&S and morals of 
apprentices in the cotton industry. From that time, development of the law can 
be seen in two distinct and separate phases, between 1802 and 1974, and 
1974 to the present.   
 
The present system came into being in 1974 when the Health and Safety at 
Work Act (HSW) set up new institutions and provided for the progressive 
revision and replacement of all OH&S law  existing.   
 
According to the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) 
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/ohsingb.pdf (2002: 4) two new institutions were 
created by the Act, namely: 
 
• Health and Safety Commission – a body of up to ten people appointed by  
the Secretary of State for Transport, Local government and regions after 
consultations with organizations representing employers, employee, local 
authorities and others as appropriate, and 
• Health and Safety Executive – a body of three people appointed by the 
commission with the consent of the Secretary of State for Transport, Local 
Government and the Regions. 
FIGURE 2.4:   OH&S framework in the UK        
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/ohsingb.pdf (2002: 4) 
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2.32   OH&S MODEL IN AUSTRALIA 
 
Australia is a federation, with six states and two internal territories, and a 
federal government. The legislative powers of the Federal Parliament are set 
out in the Commonwealth Constitution. The Commonwealth Constitution does 
not consent the Commonwealth a general power to legislate for OHS, hence 
there are ten OHS statutes namely, six state Acts, two territory Acts, a 
Commonwealth Act covering Commonwealth employees, and a 
Commonwealth Act covering the maritime industry.  
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In 1985 the federal government legislated for the formation of the National 
Occupational Health and Safety Commission (NOHSC). NOHSC is a tripartite 
body, with members appointed by federal, state and territory governments, 
and members appointed by the Australian Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry, and the Australian Council of Trade Unions. Amongst its functions, 
NOHSC can initiate research, collect statistics, and develop national 
standards. Because of the Federal Parliament’s constitutional limitations, 
NOHSC standards need to be adopted by state and territory governments 
before they have any legal force. 
 
2.32.1   Historical Developments in Australia 
 
Historically each Australian state adopted most of the provisions of the 19th 
century British health and safety legislation namely, particularly the 1878 
Factories Act, and later 1901 Act, so that by 1970 each of the six states had 
an OHS statute implementing the traditional British model of OH&S regulation. 
This traditional model relied upon detailed, highly technical specification 
standards.  
 
This was enforced by an independent state inspectorate vested with broad 
inspection powers, and relying on negotiated compliance utilizing informal 
enforcement methods i.e. advice, education and persuasion coupled with 
formal prosecution using the criminal law in the last resort. The advantage of 
this traditional specification standard approach was that duty holders knew 
exactly what to do, and OHS inspectorates found the legislation relatively easy 
to enforce. This standard approach is illustrated in the following diagram.  
 
Workers compensation has been a volatile social and political issue in NSW 
since 1987. Prior to the creation of a statutory Commission under the 
Workplace Injury Management and Workers Compensation Act 1998 
members of the Association, in conjunction with solicitors, played an active 
and effective role in the management and resolution of disputes in workers 
compensation matters under the no fault scheme and at common law.   
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The Act put in place strictures on the pursuit of common law damages such 
that the rights have effectively been abolished.  It is anticipated that the 
Compensation Court of New South Wales, an independent Court constituted 
by its own statute, will cease operation in December 2003. Thereafter all 
disputed claims under the no fault scheme will be determined by the statutory 
Commission in which barristers play no part.   
 
The areas of interest are: 
 
• national Frameworks; 
• national Self Insurance; 
• the Occupational Health and Safety model, and 
• reducing the regulatory burden and compliance costs;       
 
Therefore the objective of enforcement should be to achieve compliance with 
the duty of care, the primary requirement in OH&S legislation. By focusing on 
the duty of care, enforcement is directed at the obligations of the OH&S 
legislation, rather than compliance as an end in itself. Only then can 
inspectorates ensure that the contribution of enforcement to the prevention of 
injury and disease at work has been maximised.  
 
2.33 AUSTRIAN LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
The 1997 amendment to the ArbeitnehmerInnenschutzgesetz (ASchG) 
namely, legislation governing employee protection, which originally came into 
force on 1 January 1995, brought OH&S protection at work in Austria into line 
with the regulations in the European Economic Area. This brought about 
fundamental structural changes such that the ASchG regulations were 
introduced in stages.  
 
Leaving aside the transitional regulations, the ASchG aims at introducing 
OH&S services in enterprises of all sizes. The ASchG provided for the 
following regulation governing the gradual introduction of the obligation to 
provide such services. The ASchG differentiates between occupational safety 
services and occupational health services. 
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2.34  SWITZERLAND’S LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
The statutory basis for OH&S at work in Switzerland is provided by the federal 
legislation on accident insurance (UVG), the federal legislation on work in 
industry, trade and commerce (ArG) and the directive on the prevention of 
occupational accidents and diseases (VUV). The institutional framework for 
OH&S is mainly provided by the executive bodies at Canton and 
Confederation level for the ArG, the Swiss Accident Insurance Institute 
(SUVA), and the co-ordination commission.  
 
The SUVA is an independent public-law body and is responsible for providing 
statutory insurance cover against occupational accidents and diseases for 
two-thirds of all persons employed in Switzerland.  A further principal task of 
the SUVA is the prevention of occupational accidents and diseases. The 
SUVA also issues guidelines to promote safety at the workplace, inspects 
enterprises and advises employers and employees on all questions relating to 
safety at work. 
 
The SUVA monitors the application of regulations governing the prevention of 
occupational diseases in all enterprises, stipulates the type of occupational 
preventive medical examinations an employer should have performed and 
monitors this.  
 
Occupational safety specialists under the terms of the VUV are occupational 
health physicians, safety engineers, labour hygienists and so-called safety 
experts. Article (11d. VUV) lays down the qualifications required for each of 
these categories. The scope and terms of reference for occupational safety 
specialists are laid down in Article 11e VUV and correspond essentially to 
those laid down in German labour safety legislation. Special emphasis is 
placed on the position of occupational safety specialists with regard to the 
executive bodies i.e. the VUV stipulates that these are the Canton and 
Confederation executive bodies for the ArG and the SUVA.  
 
Article (11e. VUV) requires occupational safety specialists in cases involving 
immediate and serious risk to the life and health of employees where the 
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employer has refused to take the necessary measures to inform the relevant 
executive body without delay. 
 
2.35   GERMANY’S  LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
In Germany OH&S services for small and medium-sized enterprises are 
currently being introduced as mandatory. For over 20 years such enterprises 
were exempt from this requirement. Enterprise size ceilings are applied 
according to the degree of hazard involved and range typically from 20 to up 
to 100 employees per enterprise.  
 
This exemption has now been withdrawn from many enterprises and will be 
withdrawn gradually for those remaining until, by the year 2001, there should 
be no enterprise in Germany employing workers that does not have OH&S 
services. 
 
In the same way as larger enterprises have been since 1974, small and 
medium-sized enterprises are now required, according to the degree of 
hazard that they face and the industrial branch to which they belong, to have 
such services, or will be required to have them in the near future. The 
employment accident insurance funds have laid down accident prevention 
regulations for each industrial branch, stipulating the extent to which such 
services are necessary for which type of enterprise.  
 
2.36    FINLAND’S  LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
In Finland all employers are required to organize health services for their 
employees at their own expense. The only exceptions are self-employed 
persons including farmers. For these groups such services are voluntary. 
 
Finland has had little difficulty in adjusting its regulations to European 
directives since its national regulations already corresponded to European 
standards and even went beyond these in certain cases.  
There are no exemptions under the general statutory requirements which 
‘favour’ small and medium-sized enterprises. Employers are responsible for 
paying for health services. However, they can apply for a 50 % reimbursement 
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of costs to the statutory health insurance scheme in cases where such 
services are provided by qualified professionals.  
 
There are special regulations for small and medium-sized enterprises in one 
case only.  In the case of farming enterprises the costs for the initial hazard 
audit at the beginning of OH&S supervision is 100 % subsidised. This subsidy 
is only 50 % for other areas. District labour inspectors supervise employers’ 
compliance with the requirements to organize such services. The level of 
medical care provided and the qualification level of staff involved are 
controlled by the relevant health authorities at national, provincial and city 
level.  
 
The statutory regulations governing occupational health allow employers to 
choose between various organizational forms to provide services. However, 
their decision must then be discussed in the OH&S committees. Normally city 
health centre’ polyclinics perform these tasks for small and medium-sized 
enterprises. While there are no special institutes for occupational safety and 
health services for small-and medium-sized enterprises, the Finnish Institute 
for Occupational Health (FIOH) carried out an action programme aimed at 
small enterprises in Finland over the period 1995 -1998. 
 
2.37 FRANCE’S LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
The ‘Code du Travaill’ comprises nine volumes and is the central French 
regulatory work on labour matters. Volume 2 contains comprehensive 
regulations on OH&S protection at work. Part III of this volume deals with 
hygiene and safety. Part IV contains the regulations governing the 
occupational health services that each employer has to set up.  
 
State supervision of labour legislation is performed by the inter-ministerial 
supervisory body for the Ministries of Labour, Agriculture and Traffic with the 
main responsibility lying with the Labour Ministry. There are separate 
authorities for the mining industry and the gas and electricity industries.  Field 
supervision is performed by the labour inspectorates, which report to the 12 
regional directorates. In addition to the implementation of labour legislation 
their task is to provide employers and employees with technical information 
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and consultancy services in relation to labour law regulations. The highest 
authority is the Committee on Occupational Risk Prevention (CSPRP) which is 
chaired by the Labour Minister and consists of representatives from 
government, employers, employees and other experts.  
 
The national health insurance fund for employees (CNAMTS) and its 
subordinate regional funds (CRAM) now have the task of promoting the 
prevention of occupational risks.  Furthermore, regional funds now also have 
the possibility to issue accident prevention regulations ‘General Regulations’ 
which can be made binding at national level through ministerial decree.  
 
Regional funds receive support from technical services that employ consulting 
engineers and joint technical regional committees and also have their own 
accident insurance services with powers to issue safety requirements. 
However, legal sanctions are not possible.  
 
The legislation contains provisions for co-ordinated cooperation between the 
State labour inspectorate and the regional funds and the exchange of 
information.  
 
2.38   LITHUANIA’S LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
In Lithuania all employers are required to organise OH&S services at their 
own expense. Enterprises with over 300 workers must have their own in-
house services.  Lithuania has had little difficulty in adjusting its regulations to 
European directives. The statutory regulations on health at work prescribe the 
establishment of OH&S committees.  The labour legislation requires the 
involvement of elected employees’ representatives in setting out occupational 
health and safety measures. 
 
There are no quality assurance measures for the training of OH&S experts or 
for the provision of such services. The Ministry of Health has drawn up a 
catalogue of tasks for occupational OH&S services. There are no regulations 
governing minimum intervention times for performing such services.  The 
Ministry of Health runs a centre for occupational medicine, as part of its 
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institute for hygiene, with departments for labour hygiene, labour physiology 
and epidemiology.  
 
There is no mandatory requirement for labour inspections by occupational 
health physicians and safety engineers in small and medium-sized 
enterprises.  
 
Occupational physicians are not involved in rehabilitation measures for 
employees; there is also no provision for any tasks involving treatment. 
Occupational physicians and safety specialists do not have the authority to 
issue directives.  
 
2.39   THE NETHERLANDS LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
The EU directive EEC 89/391 dated 12 June 1989 on the implementation of 
measures to improve the OH&S of employees at work became Dutch national 
law with effect from 1January 1993. These statutory requirements stipulated, 
inter alia, that OH&S services for employees were to be guaranteed in all 
enterprises irrespective of industrial branch or enterprise size. Since 1996 a 
requirement has existed for industry branches with a high risk of accidents or 
illness to subscribe to a certified ‘Arbo’ service.  
 
The remaining industrial sectors and administrative enterprises become 
subject to such requirements in January 1998. ‘Arbo’ services are private 
enterprises offering OH&S services and have to meet special requirements.   
 
A new body of legislation governing ‘Arbo’ services has been in force since  
1 July 1997 with new regulations governing such services. Further statutory 
amendments with regard to OH&S services for small and medium-sized 
enterprises as against those for large enterprises do not exist. In particular the 
statutory regulations stipulate no special form of organization for the provision 
of services. Dutch statutory regulations view OH&S services as a single unit.  
 
Beyond this basic package, the employer or staff representatives can ask the 
‘Arbo’ service for further consultancy services or for them to be involved in 
concrete occupational safety and health measures. There is no difference 
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between small, medium-sized and large enterprises in this respect. ‘Arbo’ 
services do not have the authority to exercise control or to issue directives. 
The employer has sole responsibility for the implementation of any 
occupational safety or health measures.  Costs for safety and health services 
are to be met by the employer. ‘Arbo’ services invoice employers directly.  
 
OH&S services for the construction industry and several allied branches are 
provided by the Arbouw Foundation based in Amsterdam. The Arbouw 
Foundation was founded as part of collective agreements between the 
employers’ and employees’ organizations. The agreements contain a series of 
special regulations with regard to benefits and the funding system for 
occupational safety and health services.  
. 
In 1986 the Arbouw Foundation emerged as part of a new agreement 
between the social partners. Its antecedents were the OH&S advisory office, 
which had been set up by the social partners in the construction industry in 
1970, and the occupational health service for the construction industry which 
followed it in 1972.  
 
The Arbouw Foundation’ s main task is to promote and guide the occupational 
safety and health services which the privately organized ‘Arbo’ services 
provide to enterprises in the construction industry as well.  The Netherlands is 
currently in a phase of restructuring with regard to the provision of 
comprehensive OH&S services for small and medium-sized enterprises.  
 
2.40    PORTUGAL’S LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
On 30 July 1991 the Minister for Labour signed the Agreement on hygiene, 
health protection and safety at work with the general Portuguese Workers’ 
Federation, the General Workers’ Union, the Portuguese Agricultural 
Federation, the Portuguese Commercial Federation and the Portuguese 
Industrial Federation.  
 
The agreement was a clear written declaration of the aim to promote 
humanization of working conditions and social security and thus to contribute 
to improved living conditions for all Portuguese.  
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This statement of intent is part of the efforts to improve the ability of 
enterprises to compete and to modernize the Portuguese economy. In 
November 1991 the body of statutory regulations DL No. 441/91 ‘Regulations 
governing the inclusion of safety, hygiene and health at work’ came into force.  
 
These regulations laid down the standard framework for the effective 
prevention of occupational risks and was simultaneously the basis for the 
alignment of national legislation with EU directive 89/391.  
 
Article 13 of DL No. 441/91 lays down the obligation of the employer as being 
‘to guarantee measures for safety, hygiene and health at work’.  Statutory 
regulation DL No. 26/94, ‘Regulation governing the organization and function 
of measures for safety, hygiene and health at work’, lays down the details for 
the implementation of the employers’ obligations set out in article 13 of DL No. 
441/91. Statutory regulation DL No. 26/94 lays down the legal bases and 
details of the provision of OH&S services.  
 
The institutional responsibility for questions of OH&S was greatly simplified in 
1993. As a result of statutory regulations DL No. 215/93 and DL No. 219/93 
only two institutions are now responsible for major OH&S tasks. The General 
Directorate for Labour Conditions (DGCT) is a statutory body under the 
Ministry for Labour and provides expert support for legislators.  
 
The general labour inspectorate (IGT) of the IDICT has branch offices 
covering the whole of Portugal in the form of 22 local labour inspectorate 
offices and 10 subsidiary offices. The provision of OH&S services in Portugal 
is governed by the statutory regulation DL No. 26/94 ‘Regulation governing 
the organization and function of measures for safety, hygiene and health at 
work’.  
 
Over the period 1991 to 1994 the basis in terms of OH&S standards and 
institutions in Portugal was created to bring national legislation and the 
economy into line with European requirements.  The central point here was 
EU directive 89/391/EEC on the implementation of measures to improve 
safety and health protection of employees at work. DL No. 26/94 deals with 
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the organization and carrying out of programmes for safety, hygiene and 
health at work based on the Portuguese statutory regulation DL No. 441/91.  
 
2.41    SWEDEN’S LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
In Sweden the framework for OH&S services are not dealt with through State 
regulations in the same detail as in many other States. However the Work 
Environment Act (WEA), does contain the basic requirement for the employer 
to make such coverage available as working conditions and the type of 
enterprise shall require. No differences are made with respect to the size of 
enterprises.  
 
2.42 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
In summation, it appears that the reviewed literature pertaining to the study 
has common tendencies of DoL Inspectorates globally relative to OH&S.  
Changes in the form and substance of OH&S policy and regulation can be 
described in terms of a few salient features evident from comparisons of the 
legislative arrangements within a number of countries.  
 
Judging from the overview of the global trends there seems to be similar 
challenges in the regulation and implementation of policies. Internationally, 
there has been a marked trend towards establishing a single authority with 
responsibility for determining an overall OH&S policy and harmonising 
standards.  
 
In the literature the traditional approach which has been practised extensively 
in the past is highlighted.  The manager of a site or manufacturing factory 
primarily waits for the government inspector to inspect and point out the 
contraventions of the law. 
   
The responsible person is taken to court before any tangible improvements 
are made. If an inspector does not conduct an inspection, the workplace 
OH&S improvements implemented by the employer are usually very basic and 
of minimal substantial value. Is this not perhaps happening in the South 
African context? Are the DoL Inspectors conducting their duties effectively? 
 121
 
Throughout the literature similar aspects are identified and brought to light in 
terms of commonality. The following problematic aspects are identified and 
listed: 
 
• There appears to be a shortage of DoL Inspectors / compliance officers  
being employed in the respective DoL Inspectorates globally; 
 
• As a result of the ever-increasing pace of worldwide liberalisation of trade 
and economies, as well technological progress and population growth, 
there is a need for the establishment of a national framework for OH&S 
management systems, preferably supported by national laws and 
regulations; 
 
• Internationally, there has also been a marked trend towards establishing a 
single authority with responsibility for determining an overall OH&S policy 
and harmonising standards. This system approach needs to be 
investigated, analysed and possibly implemented. Movement towards 
national uniformity in standards in regulations and codes of practice, and 
• A general overview in most countries is that OH&S legislation is lacking in 
uniformity. 
The following chapter is presented with the aim of discussing the 
methodology that will be used in the study. 
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CHAPTER 3:  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1    INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide an exposition of the methodology 
used in the empirical study. The various methodologies available and the 
methods applied in the study to arrive at the empirical results of the study are 
discussed.  It is assumed that the nature of the research problem, the 
objectives of the research and the methodology of the research, focus on the 
research strategy towards triangulation with the primary research 
methodology focused on quantitative research.   
 
According to Welman and Kruger (2001: 2) research involves the application 
of various methods and techniques in order to create a scientifically 
developed knowledge by using objective methods and procedures. Different 
studies use different methods or techniques because they have different aims. 
The techniques must be appropriate for the tasks.  
 
Methodology is a way of producing and analyzing data to test the hypotheses. 
It consists of general philosophies of science and detailed research designed 
methods that are used to analyse data.  
 
Leedy (1993: 8) states that the term research methodology is defined as “the 
way in which we proceed to solve problems.” 
 
The value, procedure and steps of scientific research to be followed  is 
illustrated  in Table 3.1 illustrating, as its purpose to convey and ensure clear 
understanding of the nature of research, in an attempt to find an answer to the 
specific problem by providing pragmatic guidelines. 
 
3.2   CONCEPT OF RESEARCH 
 
Various definitions of research are available.  The SA Concise Oxford 
Dictionary (Kavanagh, 2002: 993) defines research as “the systematic 
investigation into and study of materials and sources in order to establish facts 
or verify information.”  
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Mouton and Marais (1992: 7) define research as “a collaborative human 
activity in which social reality is studied objectively with the aim of gaining a 
valid understanding of it.”   
 
Table 3.1:   Learning matrix of research standards 
(Source, Welman and Kruger, 2001: xix) 
 
Learning area Levels 
Outcomes Outputs Support Operational Co-ordination Implementation Strategic 
 
Project design and 
proposal 
 
A research 
proposal is 
compiled 
  
Consult related 
disciplines,  
conduct a  
literature survey  
to gain preliminary 
knowledge 
 
Conceptualise 
appropriate 
research of inter-
disciplinary value 
 
Formulate research 
design based on a 
sound methodology 
and theoretical 
framework 
 
Write 
research 
proposal 
 
 
 
 
 
Identify research 
needs and set 
objectives 
 
Hypotheses/ 
Objectives/ 
Questions are 
compiled as a 
result of 
problem 
identification 
and need 
analysis 
 
 
Determine 
type of 
research 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Determine 
relevant sources 
and methods 
 
Formulate purpose, 
needs, objectives 
and link to design 
 
Identify problem and 
determine objectives 
and hypotheses 
 
Formulate 
and link 
hypotheses 
to research 
problem, 
objectives 
and needs 
 
Conduct research 
(Adopt a critical 
objective approach 
to problem solving 
to reach 
conclusions and 
make projections 
 
 
An 
appropriate 
research 
methodology 
is applied 
  
Review various 
methodologies 
 
Choose 
appropriate 
methodology 
 
Operationalise the 
method 
 
 
Collect information 
using techniques 
relevant to the 
discipline 
 
 
Tate of the art 
overview of 
empirical data 
exists 
 
Identify and 
locate 
potentially 
useful 
information 
resource 
centers / 
envi-
ronment 
and retrieve 
relevant 
information 
sources 
 
 
 
 
Acquire basic 
library skills 
 
Use a variety of 
information sources 
and information 
gathering techniques 
 
Apply 
cognitive 
information 
literacy 
skills in 
conducting 
he literature 
study 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interpret data 
 
Explanation of 
results within 
theoretical 
framework 
 
 
 
Identify various 
methods to 
analyse data 
using technology 
 
Analyse data by 
using appropriate 
data analyses 
and/or qualitative 
techniques (with 
technology) 
 
 
Interpret and integrate 
findings by using data 
interpretation 
techniques 
 
Draw valid 
conclusions 
through 
interpreting 
data 
 
The Oxford Dictionary (Thompson, 1995: 1169) defines research as “the 
systematic investigation into sources in order to establish facts and reach new 
conclusions or collate old facts by the scientific study of the subject or by a 
course of critical investigation.”   
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3.3   RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
The Oxford Dictionary (Thompson, 1995: 1169) defines “design as a 
preliminary plan, concept or purpose.”   
 
Bless and Higson-Smith (1997:  63) concur that a research design has two 
meanings. It can be understood as “the planning of any scientific research 
from the first to the last step.” In this sense it is a programme to guide the 
researcher in collecting, analysing and interpreting observed facts. This is 
described as research management.   
 
A second and more specific definition of a research design relates directly to 
“the testing of the hypotheses.” It is a specification of the most adequate 
operations to be performed in order to test a specific hypothesis, under given 
conditions. The research design is concerned with turning research questions 
into projects. This is a crucial part of the enquiry, but is often overlooked 
without any real consideration of the issues or possibilities. The general 
principle is that the research strategy or strategies and the methods or 
techniques employed, must be appropriate for the questions that need to be 
answered. 
 
From the above definitions research design can be interpreted as the 
preparation of an action plan aimed at organising and integrating data in an 
overall framework in order to solve the research problem.   
 
Bless and Higson-Smith (1997: 67-68) illustrate three types of research 
designs that can be distinguished and categorised by the level of scientific 
rigour involved in proving the cause-effect relationship as shown below: 
 
• Pre-experimental designs;  
• Quasi-experimental designs, and 
• Experimental designs. 
 
Within this background context the most appropriate type of research design 
to be used in this study will be the experimental design. 
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3.4    TYPES OF RESEARCH     
 
The purpose of this section is twofold. Not only are the different types of 
research presented but also emphasis is placed on the relationship between 
the research problem and the type of research selected to investigate it.   
 
According to Mouton (2001: 55) once a research design has been formulated, 
the next step is to select an appropriate research design. A research design is 
a plan or blueprint o how you intend conducting the research. 
 
The characteristics of the problem, the initial level of knowledge, the 
properties of the variables, as well as the purpose of the investigation, will 
determine whether the research is descriptive, correlational or explanatory.  
 
The respective types of research are presented below: 
 
• descriptive i.e. exploratory research deals with the gathering of a certain 
amount of background information, namely a description of the object of 
research. In such a case the type of research will be exploratory, which 
is a type of descriptive research. The purpose of exploratory research is 
to gain insight into a situation, phenomenon, community or person;  
• the need for such a study could arise out of a lack of information on a 
new era of interest. Exploratory and descriptive research differ in many 
respects, however, both rely on particular forms of data collection 
methods. These are observations, questionnaires and interviews;  
• when a researcher is able to state an hypothesis, expressing the 
relationship between at least two variables, the results obtained will 
provide more than just a description of the reality. This is known as 
correlational research. As soon as the hypothesis is stated, relating to 
two or more variables, the study becomes a hypothesis testing one, and  
• on the contrary, as soon as the cause-effect relationship between 
variables can be stated, an explanation can be found for the variation of 
at least one variable, one is dealing with explanatory research.  
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Within this background context the most appropriate type of research to be 
used in this study will be the descriptive i.e. exploratory research type as 
mentioned above. This type of research will be applicable to this study, 
comprising of observations, questionnaires and interviews. 
 
3.5   VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY 
 
According to Preece (1994: 53) the evidence or reasons should be related to 
each other and to the conclusion in a valid logical manner, i.e. the argument 
should have a valid form.   
 
Mouton (2001: 6) states that in order to collect data, some form of measuring 
instrument has to be used. These could probably be sophisticated instruments 
ranging from high resolution microscopes to gas spectrometers, or 
instruments such as questionnaires, observations schedules, interviewing 
schedules, and psychological tests. 
   
With any type of measurement, two considerations are very important.  Leedy 
(1993: 40-42) defines the following: 
 
• Validity as the soundness and the effectiveness of the measuring 
instrument. Validity looks to the end results of measurement, and 
• Reliability deals with the accuracy of the measuring instrument. Data 
needs to be correlated by submitting them to the process of 
measurement.  
 
With any type of measurement, two considerations are very important.  One of 
these is validity and the other reliability.  Validity is concerned with the 
soundness, and the effectiveness of the measuring instrument (Leedy, 1993: 
40-41). Other types of validity are: 
 
• face validity – relies basically upon the subjective judgement of the 
researcher; 
• criterion related validity – employs two measures of validity, the 
second as a criterion check against the accuracy of the first measure; 
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• content validity – is the accuracy with which an instrument measures 
the factors or situations under study; 
• construct validity – is any concept such as honesty that cannot be 
directly observed or isolated; 
• internal validity – is the freedom from bias in forming conclusions in 
view of the data, and 
• external validity – is concerned with the generalisation of the 
conclusions reached from a sample to other cases. 
 
Kruger and Welman (2001: 135-137) concur that there are two types of 
validity, namely: 
• construct validity - which is when something is measured, e.g. a 
variable, with an instrument, then the instrument must measure that,  
which it is supposed to measure, and 
• criterion - related validity – refers to the degree to which diagnostic 
and selection measurement/tests correctly predict the relevant 
criterion. 
 
Reliability deals with accuracy.  According to Leedy (1993: 42), it is the extent 
to which, on repeated measures, the indicators yield similar results.  Reliability 
in quantitative research projects can be evaluated by repeating a question in a 
questionnaire.  Reliability asks one question above all others, with what 
accuracy does the measurement, test, instrument, inventory or questionnaire 
measure what it is intended to measure? 
 
3.6   QUALITATIVE VERSUS QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH 
METHODOLOGY  
 
The quantitative research methodology might be considered a ‘warm’ 
approach to the central problem of research. It is considered warm because it 
is largely concerned with human beings, namely interpersonal relationships, 
personal values, meanings, beliefs, and thoughts and feelings. The qualitative 
researcher attempts to attain rich, real, deep and valid data, and from a 
rational standpoint, the approach is inductive. As the qualitative approach is 
considered ‘warm’ we might categorise the quantitative approach as ‘cold.’ It 
is impersonally experimental.  
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The attitude of the quantitative researcher is an either / or attitude. 
Quantitative methodologies manipulate variables and control natural 
phenomena, which construct hypotheses and test them against the hard facts 
of reality (Leedy, 1993: 142-143). 
 
Preece (1994: 41) states that quantitative and quantitative methods of enquiry 
each have advantages and drawbacks. While some disciplines have come to 
be associated particularly with one or other of these approaches, both find a 
place in most fields of study. To qualify is to ascribe a quality, or to describe 
an item. The study of literature for example could be seen as largely 
qualitative. Quantity, however, is an amount that can be counted or measured. 
To quantify is used in the sense of to ascribe a quantity or item and the 
process is known as quantification. 
  
Leedy (1993: 139) explains that the nature of the data and the problem for 
research dictate the research methodology. All data, all factual information, all 
human knowledge must ultimately reach the researcher either as words or as 
numbers and that the nature of the data dictates the methodology.  
 
The author further states that if the data is verbal, the methodology is 
qualitative and if it is numerical then the methodology is quantitative.  
 
• The qualitative research approach is both creative and scholarly and 
studies tend to be field focused. This type of research also displays the 
use of expressive language and the presence of voice in the text. A 
further point of note in this type of methodology is that much attention is 
concentrated on particulars (Leedy, 1993: 139); 
• Quantitative methodologies manipulate variables and control natural 
phenomena. They construct hypotheses and test them against the hard 
facts of reality, and  
• This type of research displays the use of principally numerical data in the 
text. The quantitative researcher attempts to attain rich, deep and valid 
data from a rational standpoint the approach is inductive (Leedy, 1993: 
142). 
 
Creswell states that mixed methods of research involves both collecting and 
analysing quantitative and qualitative data. Quantitative data includes closed 
ended information such as that found on attitude, behaviour or performance 
instruments. In contrast, qualitative data consists of open ended information 
that the researcher gathers through questionnaires or interviews with 
participants. 
 
Judging from the above mentioned types of methodologies, it appears that the 
most suitable type of methodology to be used in this study will be the 
quantitative method in an attempt to analyse and interpret all the relevant data 
gathered. An empirical study will be conducted to gather data.  
    
3.7   TRIANGULATION 
 
                                 THE METHODOLOGY OF RESEARCH                                                       
 
 
 
                  
Qualitative research                                                          Quantitative research 
                                 
              
              
 
 
           (Data:  principally verbal)                                                     (Data:  principally numerical) 
                                    
                 Descriptive studies                                                               Experimental studies 
                   Survey studies                                                               Quasi-experimental studies 
                Historical studies                                                              Statistical-analytical studies 
                        Case studies 
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Triangulation 
      
      A compatibility procedure 
      designed to reconcile the 
       two major methodologies by  
        eclectically using elements from 
         each of the major methodologies 
         as these contribute to the solution 
       of the main problem 
 
FIGURE: 3.1   Interaction between Quantitative and Qualitative Research 
                        (Leedy 1993: 145). 
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Leedy (1993: 143) describes the situation where it is possible to combine 
qualitative research methods with quantitative research methods in the same 
project.  This process is called triangulation and many research projects could 
be enhanced considerably if a triangulation approach were taken.  The 
interactions between quantitative and qualitative research are illustrated in 
Figure 3.1. 
 
3.8 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY APPROACHES 
 
A clear statement of the research methodology, with its rationale, should be 
an integral part of both the proposal and research report. It informs the reader 
exactly how the researcher intends to proceed and handle the data. A 
pragmatic presentation regarding the data may be perhaps most expeditiously 
handled by spelling it out in concise detail, in four principal items with respect 
to the data (Leedy, 1993: 145):    
 
• data required; 
• where the data is located; 
• how the data will be acquired, and  
• the processing of the data. 
 
The author further states, that nothing n research should be done secretly or 
haphazardly. Careful researchers, especially in academic research projects 
include the data, usually as an appendix to their study. Furthermore, they 
present any statistical formulae, and explain any quantitative approaches or 
techniques.  
 
There are three important contemporary methodological research approaches 
namely, the positivist, interpretative and critical approaches.  Researchers 
usually adopt one of these approaches and then formulate a strategy that is 
consistent with the approach selected by them. 
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3.8.1  The Positivist Approach 
 
The positivist approach is the approach used in the physical sciences, and 
believes society is organised according to scientific observations and 
experiments (Jackson 1995: 5).   
 
With this paradigm it is always possible to establish a cause and effect 
relationship between variables systematically and statistically.  Scientists 
supporting positivism would argue that the general laws of science would be 
just as applicable to the social sciences as to the physical sciences.  Positivist 
research is likely to do quantitative research and use experiments, surveys 
and statistics (Gummesson, 1991: 152). 
 
3.8.2  The Interpretative Approach 
 
According to the interpretative approach, doubt is expressed over the question 
whether it is always possible to establish cause and effect between variables 
in the social sciences.  An example:  can the effect of poor project 
management decision-making on a project always be linked to a specific 
objective cause?  The interpretative approach represents a reaction against 
unqualified application of positivism in the social sciences.  
 
Instead of trying to explain causal relationships by means of objective truth 
and statistical analysis, hermeneutics provides a process to interpret, 
understand or reconstruct reality.  Language, pictures, sound, text and 
symbols play a central role in qualitative projects and replace quantitative data 
such as facts and figures as the primary sources of information (Jackson, 
1995: 9). 
 
3.8.3 The Critical Approach 
 
The critical approach is based on the argument that the researchers cannot 
distance themselves from people in their research.  They have to empower 
people through their research in order to bring about social justice (Jackson 
1995: 11).   
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The relative success of research in South Africa may in the future be 
measured against its ability to conform to the requirements of the critical 
approach.  It is important to state that there is no specific method or technique 
associated with this research approach and this method or technique does not 
seem to be that important.  According to Jackson (1995: 11 - 13), researchers 
using this approach show a preference for the historical method of research. 
 
3.9 CHOOSING THE MOST APPROPRIATE RESEARCH METHOD 
 
Creswell maintains that rigorous high quality studies result from well designed 
research procedures. Researchers should select a specific design to use in 
their particular study.  In selecting the appropriate research method the 
selected method should match the research problem.  
 
Mouton (2001: 173) outlines the methodological studies, summarising and 
detailing the various steps in conducting the study in table format. 
 
3.10   DESCRIPTION OF DATA ACCESSIBILITY AND COLLECTION  
 
The following tables present the seven sub-problems identified, addressing 
the location of the data, the means of how the data will be obtained and the 
interpretation of each aspect.  
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TABLE 3.2:   Methodological studies (Mouton, 2001: 173) 
 
Description / Definition Studies aimed at developing new methods i.e. 
questionnaires, scales and tests of data collection and 
sometimes also validating a newly developed instrument 
through a pilot study 
Empirical / Non-empirical Hybrid data Design classification 
Numeric and textual data High to medium control 
Key research questions Exploratory, descriptive and evaluative questions 
Typical applications Developing new measuring instruments validating 
existing scales, tests through item-analytic and 
discriminant analytical studies 
Meta-theory No specific meta-theoretical approach 
Conceptualisation / Mode of reasoning Both inductive and deductive modes of reasoning re 
used. In inductive methodological studies, empirical data 
is analysed with a view to learning something about the 
methodological quality of the data. A typical example is 
exploratory factor analysis, which aims at developing a 
factor structure from empirical data without a specific 
theoretical model. Deductive approaches to 
methodological studies are equally common. An 
example of such an approach is when a hypothesis or 
theory about the effect of interviewer race or affiliation is 
tested on empirical data  
Selection of cases / Sampling Since most methodological studies utilise either 
experimental or survey design types for the collection of 
data, common forms of probability sampling would 
apply. 
Mode of observation / Source of data Methodological studies are usually done in conjunction 
with other empirical studies i.e. surveys, experiments, 
and comparative studies. However, I is uncommon to 
find a methodological study conducted on existing data. 
Analysis Normal statistical and qualitative forms of data analysis 
Strengths Methodological studies in the fields of experiments, 
surveys and cross-cultural studies have produced very 
worthwhile information about sources of error in 
empirical research.  
Limitations Most of the methodological research in the field of 
experimental and survey studies have been conducted 
un the USA. One limitation, therefore, is the applicability 
of these results to other contexts and countries. Most of 
the methodological research in the area of cross-cultural 
research, although done in various countries, including 
developing countries, is quite dated and it’s relevance 
for current research practice is not obvious. Very little 
methodological research has been done in developing 
countries, were often one often finds specific 
methodological challenges, e.g. sampling in rural areas, 
interviewing illiterate populations. 
Main sources of error Since most methodological studies use data collected 
through standard design types such as surveys or 
experiments, they are susceptible to the same sources 
of error that are found e.g. sampling error and 
measurement error. 
  
 
 
 3.10.1 Data relative to the first sub-problem is to determine the 
effectiveness of the DoL in terms of: 
 
• the inspectorate executing their duties; 
 
• the adequacy of the number of inspections conducted; 
 
• the identification of the root causes for fatalities, and 
 
• the issues addressed during inspections. 
 
 
TABLE 3.3   The Treatment of the Data for Sub-problem One 
 
The data required The location of the 
data 
The means of 
obtaining the data 
The interpretation of 
the data 
 
The location of the offices  
of the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate in SA.   
 
 
The policy and procedure    
documents used by the 
DoL OH&S inspectorate. 
 
Performance related 
statistics, such as: 
 
? the number of     
      inspections conducted 
by the DoL 
inspectors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
? the number of  
      prohibition notices 
      issued to those who 
      contravene. 
 
 
 
 
 
? the number of sites  
      visited according to 
      contractors. 
 
                                             
 
DoL OH&S 
inspectorate head 
office in Pretoria. 
 
 
National Inspectors 
Conference Strategy 
Document (NICS).       
 
 
 
 
Labour Market 
Information and 
Statistics Unit 
(LMIS).     
 
Department of 
Statistical Services 
(DSS). 
 
DoL Annual report. 
     
 
 
Labour Market 
Information and 
Statistics Unit 
(LMIS). 
 
DoL OH&S   
inspectorate records.   
 
 
In responses to 
questionnaire 
surveys.                       
 
E-mail request. 
  
 
 
 
E-mail request.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
E-mail request. 
 
 
 
 
E-mail request. 
 
 
 
By a personal visit to the 
DoL OH&S inspectorate 
office in Port Elizabeth. 
 
E-mail request. 
 
 
 
 
E-mail request. 
 
 
 
Postal surveys from 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
The number and 
spread of DoL OH&S 
inspectorates per 
province in SA. 
 
By indicating whether 
the documents in use 
are indicative of best 
practice. 
 
 
 
The number and type 
of site inspections 
conducted per 
inspector. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To express the 
number of prohibition 
notices issued per site 
and the number of 
prohibition notices 
issued as a 
percentage of all sites 
visited. 
 
The percentage of 
respondents’ sites 
visited. 
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The data required 
 
 
Statistics of the causes 
of the various types of 
accidents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Checklists used by the 
OH&S inspectors 
during inspections.     
 
 
Statistics of OH&S 
inspectorate vacancy 
rate.  
 
 
The frequency of 
inspections. 
 
 
Qualifications and 
competencies of the 
OH&S inspectors 
conducting inspections. 
 
Primary areas 
addressed during 
inspections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DoL OH&S 
inspectorate posts. 
 
 
 
 
Affirmative action (AA) 
policy of the DoL 
OH&S inspectorate. 
 
The location of the 
data 
 
DoL Annual reports. 
 
Compensation 
Commissioner’s (CC) 
web page. 
 
FEM statistics. 
 
 
 
 
Integrated Occupational 
Safety System (IOSS). 
 
 
 
DoL Annual report. 
 
 
 
 
In responses to 
questionnaire surveys.   
 
 
DoL HR Department 
statistics.  
 
      
 
DoL HR Department 
statistics.  
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DoL HR Department 
statistics.  
 
         
 
 
DoL OH&S 
inspectorate head office 
in Pretoria. 
                                         
The means of 
obtaining the data 
 
DoL website. 
  
CC website. 
 
 
 
By facsimile request to 
FEM / FEM website. 
By E-mail request to 
DoL. 
 
By e-mail request to 
DoL. 
 
 
 
By a personal visit to 
the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate office in 
Port Elizabeth. 
 
E-mail request to DoL. 
 
 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
E-mail request to DoL. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E-mail request to DoL. 
 
 
 
 
 
E-mail request to DoL. 
 
The interpretation of 
the data 
 
The percentage of total 
accidents attributable to 
the various 
organizations, wrt. 
unsafe acts, unsafe 
conditions, etc. 
 
 
 
 
 
The primary focus 
areas in terms of 
percentage time and 
aspects addressed. 
 
The percentage of total 
posts vacant over the 
period 1993 to 2002. 
 
 
The number of site 
visits per inspector per 
site per month. 
 
The percentage of all 
inspectors qualified 
with a 3-year, 4-year 
and M qualifications. 
 
The percentage of total 
time spent on OH&S, 
Labour Relations (LR),  
Employment Equity 
(EE), Basic Conditions 
of Employment (BCE), 
Unemployment Fund 
(UF), Compensation for 
Occupational Injuries 
and Diseases Act 
(COIDA), Skills 
Development Act 
(SDA). 
 
Difference between 
number of OH&S posts 
occupied before 2000 
compared to after 
2000. 
 
The ratio of staff 
employed according to 
the AA policy of the 
DoL inspectorate since 
the implementation of 
AA.  
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3.10.2   Data relative to the second sub-problem is to determine the role 
that the OH&S inspectorate can fulfill in reducing the 
consistently high fatality and injury rates in construction. 
 
TABLE 3.4    The Treatment of the Data for Sub-problem Two 
The data required 
 
The location of the 
data 
 
The means of 
obtaining the data 
The interpretation of 
the data 
 
Liaison and advocacy 
with building and civil 
engineering 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
 
Contractor and OH&S 
consultant perceptions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pro-active activities of 
OH&S inspectorate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The integrated DoL 
OH&S inspectorate – 
the dilution of 
specialisation of 
OH&S. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In contractor and OH&S 
consultants’ responses 
to questionnaire surveys.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
In contractor and OH&S 
consultants’ responses 
to questionnaire surveys.   
 
 
 
 
 
In contractor and OH&S 
consultants’ responses 
to questionnaire surveys. 
  
 
 
 
 
In personal interviews 
with unit heads of the 
Dol OH&S inspectorate.    
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
 
 
By a personal visit to 
the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate offices in 
selected provinces. 
 
 
The percentage of total 
respondent’s that have  
an effectual 
relationship  with the 
DoL OH&S 
inspectorate.   
 
 
 
The percentage of total 
respondent’s that 
perceive the DoL 
OH&S inspectorate to 
conduct their duties 
effectively.   
 
 
The percentage of total 
respondent’s that have 
been approached by 
the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate with 
OH&S assurance 
propositions.   
 
The percentage of total 
time spent on Labour 
Relations (LR),  
Employment Equity 
(EE), Basic Conditions 
of Employment (BCE), 
Unemployment Fund 
(UF), Compensation for 
Occupational Injuries 
and Diseases Act 
(COIDA), Skills 
Development Act 
(SDA), in relation to 
OH&S matters. 
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3.10.3   Data relative to the third sub-problem is to determine the 
effectiveness of the OH&S inspectorate as a means of assuring 
OH&S. 
 
TABLE 3.5:  The Treatment of the Data for Sub-problem Three 
 
The data required 
 
  The location    
   of the data 
 
The means of 
obtaining the data 
The interpretation of the 
data 
 
The vision and mission  
of the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate. 
 
 
 
 
Prevailing DoL OH&S 
inspectorate culture.  
 
 
 
  
Culture with regards to 
the values, vision, 
mission, goals, purpose 
and assumptions. 
 
 
 
Government 
restructuring of the DoL 
OH&S inspectorate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DoL OH&S 
Inspectorate 
performance 
measurement system. 
 
 
 
 
DoL Annual Report. 
 
DoL fifteen point 
plan. 
 
 
 
DoL OH&S 
inspectorate 
inspectors. 
 
 
 
In contractor and 
OH&S consultants’ 
responses to 
questionnaire 
surveys. 
 
 
Previously 
employed DoL 
inspectorate OH&S 
inspectors.    
 
 
DoL reports on 
restructuring policy, 
the purpose and 
objectives. 
 
 
 
DoL HR 
Department. 
 
DoL OH&S 
inspectorate 
offices. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E-mail request. 
 
By a personal visit to 
the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate office in 
Port Elizabeth. 
 
Conducting personal 
interviews with DoL 
OH&S inspectors. 
 
 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
 
Conducting personal 
interviews with 
previously employed 
DoL OH&S inspectors. 
 
 
By a personal visit to 
DoL head office in 
Pretoria. 
E-mail request. 
 
 
 
By a personal visit to 
the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate offices in 
PE. 
 
To assess if the vision 
and mission of the DoL 
inspectorate is functional 
to best practice and it’s 
relevance to OH&S 
importance. 
 
Analyse comments 
obtained from 
respondents’ in terms of 
morale, motivation and 
atisfaction.   s
  
Assess the percentage of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants that subscribe 
to the aspects of culture 
on a five point scale. 
 
 
To evaluate the 
effectiveness of the DoL 
OH&S inspectorate with 
regards to activities and 
implementation. 
 
The percentage impact 
on the prevention of 
accidents in construction.  
 
 
 
 
The percentage extent to 
which it assesses 
assurance related 
aspects.   
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3.10.4 Data relative to the fourth sub-problem is to determine the 
significance of the OH&S inspectorate relative to accident 
prevention in construction. 
      
TABLE 3.6   The Treatment of the Data for Sub-problem Four 
         
The data required 
 
  The location    
   of the data 
 
The means of 
obtaining the data 
The interpretation of the 
data 
 
 
Existing model of DoL 
OH&S inspectorate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organigram of DoL 
OH&S inspectorate.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fatality and injury 
statistics of construction 
workers, for the period 
1993 to 2002. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contractor and OH&S 
consultant perceptions. 
 
 
 
Reports, policy and 
restructuring 
documentation of 
the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate. 
 
 
 
DoL OH&S 
inspectorate head 
office. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DoL Annual Report. 
 
Compensation 
Commissioner’s 
(CC) web page. 
 
FEM statistics. 
 
 
 
In contractor and  
OH&S consultant’s 
responses to 
questionnaire 
surveys. 
 
 
By E-mail request to 
DoL. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By E-mail request to 
DoL. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By E-mail request. 
 
CC website. 
 
 
 
By facsimile request to 
FEM / FEM website. 
 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
To establish according to 
a five point scale if there 
is adequate provision 
made for the model to 
have an impact on the 
prevention of accidents in 
construction. 
 
To assess according to a 
rating scale, the 
effectiveness of the DoL 
OH&S inspectorate with 
regards to line 
management structure 
communication and 
implementation. 
 
 
To determine the 
frequency and severity of 
construction related 
accidents. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How contractors and 
OH&S consultants rate 
the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate effectiveness 
according to a five point 
scale. 
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3.10.5     Data relative to the fifth sub-problem is to assess legislation 
relative to best practice in construction. 
 
TABLE 3.7   The Treatment of the Data for Sub-problem Five 
 
The data required 
 
  The location    
   of the data 
 
The means of 
obtaining the data 
The interpretation of the 
data 
 
 
Contractor and OH&S 
consultant perceptions. 
 
 
 
 
 
Liaison and advocacy 
with building and civil 
engineering contractors 
and OH&S consultants. 
 
 
 
 
 The number of   
 prohibition notices 
issued to those who 
contravene. 
 
 
 
The number of 
convictions and 
penalties imposed on 
offenders. 
 
 
Best practice actions of 
contractors and 
interventions by the 
DoL OH&S inspectorate 
compared to 
International OH&S 
legislation. 
 
 
In contractor and 
OH&S consultant’s 
responses to 
questionnaire 
surveys. 
 
 
In contractor and 
OH&S consultant’s 
responses to 
questionnaire 
surveys. 
 
 
 
DoL Annual Report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DoL Annual Report. 
 
 
 
 
 
In contractor and 
OH&S consultant’s 
responses to 
questionnaire 
surveys. 
 
 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
 
Postal surveys of  
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
 
 
 
By E-mail request. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By E-mail request. 
 
 
 
 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
 
Contractors and 
consultants perceptions 
of practicality of 
construction regulations 
relative to best practice. 
 
 
The percentage of total 
respondent’s that 
perceive the DoL OH&S 
inspectorate to conduct 
their duties effectively as 
required by the OH&S 
Act. 
 
To express the number of 
prohibition notices issued 
per site and the number 
of prohibition notices 
issued as a percentage of 
all sites visited. 
 
To express the number of 
convictions and penalties 
imposed as a percentage 
of the number of sites 
visited. 
 
Record inadequacies of 
legislation and express 
the percentage of all 
sections where they are 
perceived inadequacies. 
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3.10.6   Data relative to the sixth sub-problem is to investigate the need 
for an accreditation system in construction by the DoL OH&S 
Inspectorate. 
 
TABLE 3.8    The Treatment of the Data for Sub-problem Six         
 
The data required 
 
  The location    
   of the data 
 
The means of 
obtaining the data 
The interpretation of the 
data 
 
 
Accreditation system 
used by DoL 
inspectorate. 
 
 
 
Accreditation system 
used by other 
organisations. 
 
 
In OH&S literature. 
 
 
 
 
 
Other OH&S 
accredited 
organizations, e.g. 
MBSA.  
 
 
 
Relevant 
documentation from 
OH&S consultant 
organizations.  
 
Literature search in 
library. 
 
Web-site search. 
 
 
By E-mail request. 
 
By a personal visit to 
OH&S consultant 
organisations. 
 
 
By a personal visit to 
OH&S consultant 
organisations. 
 
Documentary analysis 
of any other existing 
accreditation systems 
used by other 
organizations. 
 
Analysis of 
documentation towards 
developing a proposal for 
an accreditation system 
by the OH&S 
inspectorate. 
 
Percentage of other 
organisations’ systems 
addressed by the DoL’s 
system 
 
 
 
 
                  
3.10.7   Data relative to the seventh sub-problem is to investigate the 
need for an incentive scheme with the DoL OH&S inspectorate in 
construction. 
 
TABLE 3.9   The Treatment of the Data for Sub-problem Seven 
 
The data required 
 
  The location    
  of the data 
 
The means of 
obtaining the data 
The interpretation of the 
data 
 
 
Incentive scheme used 
by the OH&S 
inspectorate. 
 
 
 
Type of Incentive 
schemes used by 
contractors. 
 
 
 
 
In OH&S literature. 
 
 
 
 
 
In contractor and 
OH&S consultant’s 
responses to 
questionnaire 
surveys. 
 
Literature search in 
library. 
 
Web-site search. 
 
 
By E-mail request. 
 
Postal surveys of 
contractors and OH&S 
consultants. 
 
Documentary analysis 
of any other existing 
accreditation systems. 
 
 
 
Analysis of 
documentation towards 
developing a proposal for 
an incentive scheme by 
the OH&S inspectorate. 
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3.11    MODELS AND MODELLING 
 
According to Terre Blanche, Durrheim, and Painter (2006: 348) a model 
provides guidelines for engaging in a task, where the task concerns the 
interpretation of human action and environments.  De Vaus (2002: 324) states 
that while analysis can focus on the impact of the individual variables it is also 
common to examine the overall impact of a set of variables and consider their 
joint impact on the dependent variable. When examined as a set of variables 
we are evaluating the impact of a model rather than a variable. Two ways in 
which models are evaluated are with multiple correlations and multiple 
regressions.   
 
3.11.1  Path Analysis 
 
According to De Vaus (2002: 330) path analysis is a procedure for analysing 
and presenting results. It is used for testing casual models and requires that a 
model is formulated using a pictorial casual flow graph.  The flow graph is 
used as a way of presenting results and assists what we are attempting to 
portray. The method makes use of the R², thus enabling to evaluate how well 
the model is, and by using beta coefficients, i.e. path coefficients in path 
analysis, which also enables us to specify how much effect each variable has. 
In addition, path analysis enables us to work out the mechanisms by which 
variables affect one another. 
 
Rossi, Wright and Andersen (1983: 291) state that in order to organize the 
discussion of response effects, a conceptual model of the data collection 
process must be outlined. The developed model conceives the research 
interview as a micro social system. The system consists of two roles linked by 
the task of transmitting information from the respondent to the interviewer.  
Three sources of variation in the quality of the data can be distinguished: from 
the characteristics of the task itself; from the interviewer’s performance; and 
from the respondent.  
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3.11.2    Modelling as a research method and characteristics of models 
 
The normative model research is used to construct a model for purposes of 
optimising the attainment of some utility and is a conceptual representation of 
a set of variable components. Model building, or modeling, as a research 
method, could be described as the process of developing the intellectual 
construct or model.  
 
3.11.3   The process of theory testing 
 
De Vaus (1986: 17) states that to test a theory, grounded theory can be used 
to guide observations, enabling transition from the general to the particular. 
The observations should provide a crucial test of the theory. The basic idea 
then is to derive from the general theory more limited statements which follow 
logically from the theory. Furthermore, the author states that there are six 
stages in the grounded theory testing approach. The six are: specify the 
theory to be tested; derive a set of conceptual propositions; restatement of 
conceptual propositions as testable propositions; collect relevant data; 
analyse data, and assessing the theory. 
 
3.12   RESEARCH GOALS 
 
Leedy (1993: 79) states that “successful research is planned research.” 
Research planning and architectural planning have much in common. Each 
requires a conceptualization of the overall organization and a detailed plan 
before work on the project can begin. 
 
3.13     THE POPULATIONS 
 
3.13.1   Introduction 
 
This section discusses the number and type of population to be surveyed in 
evaluating the respondents selected. According to Alreck and Settle (1985: 
70) the actual specification of a sampling design begins with the identification 
of the population to be surveyed. 
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Annexure 1-6 generally present the findings in terms of percentage responses 
to a five-point scale, with differing definitions indicating 1 as the lowest and 5 
as the highest, and a mean score between 1.00 and 5.00.  Given that the 
respondents were possibly not intimately involved with the processes referred 
to, provision in the form of an ‘unsure’ response was made.  
 
The ‘unsure’ responses were given a value of 3, the midpoint on the scale in 
order not to lose any data and also not to have a serious effect on the mean 
score.   
 
The research project was conducted in six phases.  The pilot survey 
constituted Phase 1, conducted among general contractors (GCs) in the 
Eastern Cape, followed by phase 2 in the form of the empirical survey 
conducted among GCs, members of the Master Builders South Africa 
(MBSA), and the South African Federation of Civil Engineering Contractors 
(SAFCEC).  
 
Phase 3 to 5 entailed the surveying of OH&S officers, practitioners, and 
consultants, construction members of the Association of Construction Project 
Managers (ACPM), and DoL Inspectors, both currently employed and retired. 
 
It should be noted that the reduction in the number of questionnaires sent out 
is attributable to the reduction in membership and size of the industry. The 
population of GCs is non-homogeneous in nature and varies in terms of: 
number of employees; type of work undertaken; height of structures; 
technological level of work; percentage of work subcontracted and factors 
such as, professionalism, competence, educational qualifications, and 
experience. 
 
The following abbreviations were used in the tables. 
 
3.13.2   Abbreviations 
 
RTS*  = Return to sender 
NLC*  = No longer contracting  
N/A* = Not applicable 
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3.14   THE VARIOUS PHASES 
 
3.14.1    Phase 1 – Structured questionnaire 
 
The population for the pilot study comprised of general contractor (GC) 
respondents from the Eastern Cape, Border and Southern Cape regions who 
are members of the MBSA. The objective of this survey was to test the ease 
of use of the questionnaires as well as the justifiability of undertaking the 
study.  
 
The population of respondents is non-homogeneous in nature and varies in 
terms of business capacity, number of employees, technological level of 
expertise, organisational structure, education levels, level of competence and 
experience, amongst DoL inspectors.  
 
A total of 164 questionnaires were mailed / faxed to the GCs in the 
demographic region of the Eastern Cape, comprising of the Nelson Mandela 
Metropolitan area, Border and the Southern Cape regions in July 2004.  
4 Responses received indicated that the GCs were no longer contracting and 
one response indicated that the owner of the organisation was deceased.  
 
Only 19 GC responses were received resulting in a low response rate of 
12.0% (19 / 164 - 5) (Table 3.10).  
 
The low response rate may be attributable to the favourable economic 
conditions currently prevailing in the region and that most GCs are very busy 
with construction work and do not have the time or inclination to respond. 
 
Phase 1 – Pilot Study 
 
TABLE 3.10: Summary of Phase 1 population (General Contractors) 
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
164 2 4 1 1 0 1 19 
 
In contrast a total of 17 responses were received, out of a total of 22 
questionnaires that were mailed / faxed to OH&S consultants, designers, 
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project managers, Safety, Health and Environment (SHE) officers, engineers, 
insurers, and quantity surveyors, which equates to a response rate of 77% 
(Table 3.11).   
 
TABLE 3.11: Summary of Phase 1 population (OH&S Consultants) 
 
No. 
Sent RTS* NLC* Deceased N/A* Late Scrapped  Processed 
22 1 0 0 0 0 0 17 
 
3.14.2   Phase 2 - Structured questionnaire 
 
The survey in Phase 2 was conducted nationally amongst GC members of the 
MBSA as follows:  
 
•  October 2005: 
• North Western Province; 
• Limpopo; 
• Mpumalanga, and 
• Gauteng; 
 
•  November 2005: 
• Free State; 
• Western Cape; 
• North Boland, and 
• Kwazulu-Natal; 
 
•  January   2006: 
• Eastern Cape, Border and Southern Cape; 
 
•  January   2006: 
• SAFCEC. 
 
A total of 626 (503 and 123) questionnaires were mailed / faxed to building 
and civil engineering GCs in nine provinces in South Africa.  19 
questionnaires were returned to the sender due to the GCs having changed 
address, 3 responses received indicated that the GCs were no longer 
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contracting, and one response indicated that the owner of the organisation 
was deceased.  A total of 107 (84 and 23) questionnaires were received from 
building and civil engineering GCs.  This equates to an overall response rate 
of 18.0% (107 / 626 -19 +3 +1).   
 
This fairly low response rate may be attributable to the favourable economic 
conditions currently prevailing in the country and that most contractors are 
involved with construction work and do not have the time or inclination to 
respond.  
 
TABLE 3.12: Summary of Phase 2 population (Building GCs) 
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
626 19 3 1 0 0 0 107 
 
Table 3.6 illustrates a breakdown of building and civil engineering GC 
respondents respectively: 
 
TABLE 3.13: Summary of Phase 2 population (Building GCs) 
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
503 15 2 1 0 0 0 84 
 
TABLE 3.14: Summary of Phase 2 population (Civil engineering GCs) 
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
123 4 1 0 0 0 0 23 
 
3.14.3   Phase 3 – Structured questionnaire  
 
March   2006 
 
In Phase 3 engineers, OH&S officers in two categories, namely, construction 
OH&S consultants, and generic OH&S consultants, insurers, Quantity 
Surveyors and Safety Health and Environment (SHE) officers were surveyed. 
A total of 236 questionnaires were mailed / faxed to OH&S consultants in nine 
provinces in South Africa.   
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12 responses received were ‘returned to the sender’ due to the respondents 
having changed addresses, 5 responses indicated that the address is not 
correct, 3 responses received indicated that the consultant was no longer 
practicing. One response indicated that the respondent had retired.   
A total of 55 questionnaires were received from the OH&S consultants. The 
survey resulted in a total response rate of 23.0% (55 / 236-5-3-1). 
 
TABLE 3.15: Summary of Phase 3 population (OH&S Consultants) 
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
236 12 3 0 0 0 0 55 
 
3.14.4   Phase 4 – Structured questionnaire 
 
May   2006 
 
The fourth phase evaluated project managers, members of the ACPM in 
South Africa. A total of 101 questionnaires were electronically mailed to 
project managers in nine provinces in South Africa.   
 
Only 4 project managers responded resulting in a low response rate of 4.0%.   
This low response rate may be attributable to the favourable economic 
conditions prevailing in the country and that most project management 
practices are very busy with project management work and do not have the 
time or perhaps the inclination to respond. This low percentage response rate 
was unrealistic and unacceptable for the study to be accurate.  
 
Therefore, a further 101 questionnaires were mailed via the postal service to 
project managers in 9 provinces in South Africa.  14 completed responses 
were received thus indicating an improvement in the response rate. 3 
responses were returned to the sender due to the respondents having 
changed address, 5 responses indicated that the address was not correct, 1 
response received indicated that the project manager was no longer 
practicing. One response indicated that the respondent had retired.  A total of 
14 questionnaires were received from the project managers. The survey 
resulted in a net response rate of 13.8% (14 / 101 + 3 + 5 + 1 +1). 
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In certain instances, where only an ‘unsure’ answer was indicated, the reason 
was possibly due to the project manager not being intimately involved with the 
process referred to (Table 3.16).  
 
TABLE 3.16:   Summary of Phase 4 population (Professional Project  
    Managers)  
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
101 3 1 0  0 5 14 
 
3.14.5   Phase 5 – Structured questionnaire 
 
June   2006 
 
In phase 5 Inspectors currently employed by the DoL Inspectorate in South 
Africa were surveyed. A total of 113 questionnaires were mailed via the postal 
service in nine provinces in South Africa.  It is notable that 8 inspectors 
responded indicating that they were not allowed to complete the questionnaire 
until permission / approval was granted by their respective district manager.  A 
total of 22 questionnaires were received from the inspector study. The survey 
resulted in a net response rate of 19.4% (22 / 113) (Table 3.17). 
 
In certain instances, where only an ‘unsure’ answer was indicated, the reason 
possibly being due to the inspector not wanting to respond due to the 
sensitivity of the study. 
 
Table 3.17:  Summary of Phase 5 population (Currently employed and  
           retired Inspectors)  
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
113 0 0 0 0 0 8 22 
 
3.14.6  Phase 6 – Structured questionnaire 
 
In phase 6, the survey constituted randomly selected designers, namely, 
architects registered with the South African Institute of Architects (SAIA), 
consulting engineers registered with the South African Institution of Civil 
Engineers (SAICE) and the South African Association of Consulting Engineers 
(SAACE) nationally (Table 3.18).  
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A total of 594 questionnaires (SAIA - 248; SAICE - 167; SAACE - 179) were 
mailed to the various respondents. A total of 79 questionnaires of which (19 / 
Architects, and 55 / Consulting Engineers / 5 ‘others’) were received 
amounting to a response rate of 13.2%. It is notable that 7 questionnaires 
were returned to sender because of incorrect addresses, and 1 indicating that 
the post office box had been terminated.  One respondent indicated that their 
operation had shifted from consulting to property development.   
 
 TABLE 3.18:  Summary of Phase 6 population (Designers – Architects and 
Consulting Engineers)  
 
No. 
Sent RTS NLC Deceased N/A Late Scrapped  Processed 
594 7 1 0 0 0 0 79 
 
3.15   SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The methodology adopted in this research project was presented in this 
chapter.  The empirical data collection was expedited by means of 
questionnaires sent to the respective stakeholders. The secondary data used 
in this research project was obtained from various local and international 
sources in various forms, such as articles, research publications, books, 
reports, the most predominant being international books originating in various 
countries.  The primary data used in this research project was acquired from 
observations by means of interviews, questionnaires and consultations.  A 
summary of the populations surveyed in phases 1 to 6 was also presented in 
table format.  
 
It is notable that in certain instances where only an ‘unsure’ answer was 
indicated, the reason was possibly due to the respondent not being intimately 
involved with the process referred to. Low percentage response rates were 
recorded in certain instances, which was unrealistic and unacceptable for the 
study to be accurate.  Therefore, a further study needed to be conducted to 
arrive at an acceptable percentage response rate. 
 
The following chapter presents the empirical data collected from the 
respondents surveyed.  
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CHAPTER 4:  THE FINDINGS 
 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter reports on the findings obtained from the data gathered from the 
respondent questionnaires in phases 1 - 6. The data obtained is illustrated in 
the form of tables indicating various aspects, categories, means, numbers and 
percentages as shown in Annexures 1-6.  A summary of the results i.e. mean 
scores and percentages, of all the means and percentages obtained in the 
questionnaires will be tabled and discussed in this chapter. The questions 
were primarily evolved around the sub-problems and hypotheses, and an 
attempt was made to identify and pose similar questions in the questionnaires 
throughout all 6 phases. These comparative findings will be illustrated in 
various bar chart diagrams following each aspect addressed below.  
 
During phase 1, namely the pilot study, the results show that the respondents 
were divided into two sections, namely building contractors and consultants. 
The biographical findings in the Eastern Cape region indicate that a total of 19 
contractors responded, of which 17 were general contractors and 2 were sub-
contractors.  In contrast, a total of 17 consultants responded, of which 7 
consisted of OH&S Consultants, 1 was a project manager, 6 were SHE 
Officers, and 1 was an engineer.   
 
During phase 2, the results show that the respondents were divided into two 
sections, namely building contractors and civil engineering contractors. The 
table indicates a total of 107 contractors responded, of which 84 were general 
building contractors and 23 were civil engineering contractors.  Of the building 
contractor respondents, 97.6% indicated that they were subcontractors while 
only 4.4% were civil engineering subcontractors.  
 
During phase 3, the survey was conducted among OH&S Consultants. A  total 
of 55 consultants responded, of which 1 was an engineer,  12 were generic 
OH&S consultants , 5 construction OH&S consultants, 1 was an insurer, 23 
SHE Officers, and 12 indicated as ‘other’.  
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Project managers were surveyed in phase 4. A total of 101 project managers 
were sent questionnaires of which 14 responded.  
 
During phase 5, the survey constituted 113 OH&S Inspectors from the various 
DoL Inspectorates nationally. A total of 22 inspectors responded.  6 inspectors 
were in possession of a National Certificate, 5 a National Diploma, 8 a 
National Higher Diploma, and 2 a Bachelors degree. 1 inspector did not 
indicate his qualification. 
 
During phase 6, the survey constituted designers randomly selected, namely, 
architects registered with the South African Institute of Architects (SAIA), 
consulting engineers registered with the South African Institution of Civil 
Engineers (SAICE) and the South African Association of Consulting Engineers 
(SAACE) nationally. A total of 594 questionnaires (SAIA - 248; SAICE - 167; 
SAACE - 179) were mailed to the various respondents. A total of 79 
questionnaires of which (19 architects, and 55 / consulting engineers) were 
received, equating to a response rate of 13.2%. It is notable that 7 
questionnaires were returned to sender because of incorrect addresses, and 1 
indicating that the post office box had been terminated.  One respondent 
indicated that he was involved in property development and no longer 
consulting.  
 
4.2 THE FINDINGS 
 
The following section illustrates the findings in the various table and bar chart 
formats.  
 
Further to the qualifications obtained, Table 4.1 indicates the various courses 
that were attended by the responding inspectors.  
 
Despite the promulgation and implications of the Construction Regulations, it 
is notable that only 10 of the inspectors (7.6%) have attended the 
abovementioned course, which also implicates that 9 of the remaining 
inspectors appear to have no knowledge of the new regulations applicable to 
construction.  It is also notable that the highest number of courses attended by 
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the inspectors is relative to scaffolding (9.9%), and the OH&S legislation 
(9.9%) respectively.   
 
Table 4.1 indicates that the inspectors are attending courses, albeit the 
courses are not focused on construction aspects. 
 
TABLE 4.1:  Courses completed by DoL Inspectors 
 
             Response 
 Course         No.       % 
4.1.1 Scaffolding  13  9.9 
4.1.2 Excavations  3  2.2 
4.1.3 OH&S Representative  8  6.1 
4.1.4 Hazardous biological agents regulations  8  6.1 
4.1.5 Diving regulations  4  3.0 
4.1.6 Major hazardous installation regulations  8  6.1 
4.1.7 Explosives regulations  2  1.5 
4.1.8 Construction regulations  10  7.6 
4.1.9 Asbestos regulations  6  4.5 
4.1.10 Environmental regulations  6  4.5 
4.1.11 Facilities regulations  6  4.5 
4.1.12 Lead regulations  6  4.5 
4.1.13 Noise-induced hearing loss regulations  6  4.5 
4.1.14 Driven machinery regulations  5  3.8 
4.1.15 General machinery regulations  5  3.8 
4.1.16 OH&S legislation   13  9.9 
4.1.17 International Labour Office (ILO)  7  5.3 
4.1.18 SAMTRAC  6  4.5 
4.1.19 ASTRAC  0  0.0 
4.1.20 COIDA   9  6.8 
 
Table 4.2 indicates the number of year’s construction experience which the 
responding inspectors possess.  It is notable that 27.3% of the inspectors 
have only 1 year of construction experience. Furthermore, 27.3% indicated 5 
years experience, and only 9.1% had more than 10 years of construction 
experience.  
 
TABLE 4.2:  Total number of years of construction experience 
 
Category  
(years) 
Years of Inspector  
construction experience % 
<1                                           13.6 
  1                                           27.2 
  3                                             9.0 
  4                                             4.5 
  5                                           27.2 
  6                                             9.0 
>10                                              9.0 
 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, the findings are noted possibly due to factors such 
as an affirmative action policy, shortage of staff, and a high turnover of staff in 
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the DoL.  Generally, the lack of construction experience is perceived to have 
an impact on OH&S in construction. The manifestations of the impact are 
widespread, contrasting with the intention of improved OH&S.  It is notable in 
Table 4.2 that 13.6% of the inspectors have less than 1 year of construction 
experience.  
 
4.3   SUMMARY OF MEAN SCORES OF GENERAL TENDENCY 
 
In order to facilitate the interpretation of the findings, the following tables 
provide a summary of the performance of the OH&S Inspectorate in terms of 
mean scores ranging between 1.00 and 5.00, based upon percentage 
responses to a scale of 1 to 5. The overall mean score or percentage is 
presented in the extreme right hand column of the table.  
 
Table 4.3 presents a reconciliation of the percentage of various types of 
inspections conducted by the DoL Inspectorate in 2003 relative to previous 
years. The overall percentage obtained is highlighted in the table in the form 
of a ‘Yes’, ‘No’, or ‘Unsure’ response from the various stakeholders in phases 
1 - 6.  The overall percentages are also shown in bar chart format. 
 
4.3.1 Inspections 
 
The finding indicates that 38.8% of the respondents agree that there was no 
increase in the number of inspections by the DoL Inspectorate (Figure 4.1). In 
contrast 27.8% believe to the contrary.  It is notable that a high percentage 
responded ‘Unsure’. Given that the project managers are not directly involved 
on site or do not have the statistical evidence, the high percentage ‘Unsure’ 
response’ (71.4%) is noted.  The majority of the respondents therefore 
perceive that the DoL Inspectorate has not increased their inspections on site.  
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  FIGURE 4.2:    Percentage increase in number of ‘blitz’ inspections 
 
Given the affirmative response of 29%, construction sites can be deemed to 
have not been submitted to ‘blitz’ inspections (Figure 4.2).  The respondents 
namely, the building GCs (51.2%) and the civil engineering GCs (73.9%) 
agree that there was a minimal increase in ‘blitz’ inspections. It is notable that 
32.5% of the respondents responded as ‘Unsure’, possibly due to not having 
kept accurate statistical records. Furthermore, it is notable that the DoL 
Inspectors disagree (4.5%) with the declaration.  It is also noteable that 22.7% 
of the inspectors employed by the DoL Inspectorate responded ‘Unsure.’ 
 
FIGURE 4.1:    Percentage increase in number of inspections 
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TABLE 4.3:   Percentage increase in inspections conducted by the DoL Inspectorate in 2003 relative to previous years 
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Awareness of documents 
 
Figure 4.3 indicates the percentage of organisations that are aware of the DoL 
Inspectorate’s policy. The overall percentage obtained is highlighted in the 
table in the form of a ‘Yes’, ‘No’, or ‘Unsure’ response from the various 
stakeholders in phases 1 - 6.   
 
The findings indicate that 12.5% of the respondents agree that they are not 
aware of the policy document relative to the DoL OH&S Inspection services 
(Figure 4.3). In contrast 66.9% of the stakeholders believe to the contrary. In 
general it appears that the majority of the stakeholders are acquainted with 
the DoL policy document. 
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FIGURE 4.3:    Awareness of DoL policy by organisations 
 
The sample stratum consisted of building and civil engineering GCs, 
consultants, project managers and designers. The Inspectors were not asked 
to respond as it is generally expected that the Inspectors are aware of the 
prescribed documents.  Figure 4.4 indicates that 70.3% of the respondents 
are aware of the DoL procedures.  
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    FIGURE 4.4:    Awareness of DoL procedures by organisations 
 
The sample stratum consisted of only the designers, the building and civil 
engineering GCs, consultants, and project managers. The Inspectors were not 
asked to respond as it is generally expected that they are aware of the new 
Construction Regulations. Figure 4.5 indicates that 84.8% of the stakeholders 
are aware of the new Construction Regulations. It is notable that < 4% of the 
designers indicated that they are not aware.  
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FIGURE 4.5:    Awareness of the Construction Regulations by   
      organisation 
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TABLE 4.4:  Organisation Awareness of the documents relative to the DoL OH&S Inspection services   
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 Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Aware of 
policy 
of DoL  
 
     
89.0 
 
    
0.00 
 
   
70.6 
 
   
23.6 
 
   
76.2 
 
 
10.7 
 
 
82.6 
 
 
8.7 
 
 
2.7 
 
 
25.4 
 
 
85.7 
 
 
0.00 
 
 
* 
 
 
* 
 
 
62.0 
 
 
18.9 
 
 
66.97
 
 
12.47 
Unsure 
responses 
 
10.6 
 
5.9 
 
13.1 
 
8.7 
 
20.0 
 
14.2 
 
* 
 
17.7 
 
12.88 
Aware of 
procedures 
of DoL 
 
84.2 
 
0.00 
 
58.9 
 
35.2 
 
73.8 
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Unsure 
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* 
 
* 
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       * 
  
* 
 
       * 
  
3.79 
 
3.79 
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FIGURE 4.6:  Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of 
conducting their duties 
 
Given that the mean score (2.80) for all phases is < 3.00, in general the DoL 
Inspectorate can be deemed to be ineffective in terms of conducting their 
duties. It is notable that the Inspectors (Phase 5) perceive the DoL 
Inspectorate to be effective. 
 
4.3.3.1   Aspect 1  
15 Aspects forming the nucleus of the study are presented. The mean scores 
which are discussed and compared originate from the stakeholders surveyed 
in the 6 phases. In some instances, certain mean scores of a particular 
stakeholder group may not be replicated due to them not having been actively 
involved in a certain activity, or of possible non-statistical evidence relative to 
a certain aspect.  Thereafter, each aspect is illustrated in a histogram format 
to facilitate the interpretation of the findings. 
 
Table 4.5 provides a summary of the mean scores (MS) ranging between 1.00 
and 5.00, based upon percentage responses to a Likert type scale. The 
overall mean of the mean scores is presented in the extreme right hand 
column of the table.  
 
4.3.3 Mean Scores of Similar Questions of General Tendency  
TABLE 4.5:  Mean scores of general tendency obtained from various aspects of the questionnaires 
Rating of the DoL Inspectorate relative to various aspects (MS)  
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Aspect 
Bldg. Cons. Bldg. Civil Cons. Pm. Insp. Design 
Mean 
score 
Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate in terms of conducting their  
Duties 
 
     2.63 
 
     2.76 
 
     2.74 
 
     3.00 
 
     2.35 
 
     2.92 
 
     3.22 
       
     2.30 
 
        2.74 
Competence of DoL in terms of construction knowledge and  
Skills 
 
     2.78 
 
     2.76 
 
     2.74 
 
     3.00 
 
     2.51 
 
     3.07 
 
     3.04 
 
* 
 
        2.46 
Frequency of DoL Inspectors visiting sites      1.94 *      2.42      2.43 * * * *         2.26 
Effectiveness of DoL Inspectors conducting ‘blitz’ inspections *      3.12 *      2.63 * *      3.45 *         3.06 
Appropriateness of the checklists used by the DoL 
Inspectorate during inspections 
 
     2.83 
 
     3.12 
 
     3.16 
 
     2.95 
 
     3.11 * 
 
     3.63 * 
       
        3.13 
Performance of DoL Inspectorate in terms of liaison and promotion      2.50      2.68      2.75      2.66      2.21 *      2.90 *         2.61 
Prevailing culture of DoL Inspectorate in terms of morale,  
motivation and satisfaction 
 
     2.50 
 
     2.81 
 
     2.95 
 
     2.60 
 
     2.40 * 
 
     2.36 * 
      
         2.60 
Support for the current framework of the DoL 
 Inspectorate 
   
     3.10 
    
  2.68 
     
 3.32 
      
3.50 
   
   2.72 
     
 3.50 
   
   3.40 
    
     3.33 
        
        3.19 
Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of enforcing  
Legislation 
 
     2.73 
 
     2.35 
 
     3.02 
 
     2.61 
 
     2.47 
 
     2.78 
 
     3.09 
 
* 
 
        2.72 
 Support for DoL accreditation system based on contractors  
OH&S performance 
 
    3.73 
 
     3.82 
 
     3.77 
 
     3.72 
 
     3.53 
 
     4.07 
 
     3.45 
 
     3.60 
 
        3.71 
 Support for the implementation of an incentive scheme which recognises a 
reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities 
 
    3.94 
 
     4.23 
 
     4.17 
 
     4.21 
 
     4.24 
 
     4.46 
 
     4.00 
 
     3.90 
 
        4.14 
 DoL Inspectorate contribution to improvement in organisations’  
OH&S performance 
 
     2.22 
 
     3.00 
 
     2.35 
 
     2.13 
 
     2.29 
 
     3.00 
 
     3.54 
 
* 
 
        2.64 
 Rating of South African OH&S legislation relative to ‘best  
practice’ 
 
     3.00 
 
     2.76 
 
     3.01 
 
     2.90 
  
   2.94    
 
     2.78 
 
     2.68 
 
* 
 
        2.86 
 Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate in terms of assuring OH&S   
* 
 
* 
 
     2.66 
 
     2.56 
 
* 
 
     2.84 
 
     3.22 
 
     2.50 
 
        2.75 
 Significance of DoL Inspectorate relative to accident prevention 
in construction * * 
 
     2.93 
 
     2.60 
 
     2.64 
 
     2.76 
 
     3.68 
 
     2.80 
 
        2.90 
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4.3.3.2   Aspect 2 
 
Given that the mean scores (2.46) for all phases are < 3.0, in general the DoL 
Inspectorate can be deemed to be not competent in terms of construction 
knowledge and skills (Figure 4.7). The marginally elevated score of both the 
Project Managers 3.07 and the Inspectors 3.04 possibly indicates that the 
respondents do not have, or seldom have personal contact with the DoL 
Inspectorate and are not aware of the status quo with respect to the competency 
of the Inspectors. 
2.78 2.76 2.74 3.00 2.51
3.07 3.04
0
1
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3
4
(Phase 1) (Phase 2) (Phase 3) (Phase 4) (Phase 5) (Phase 6)
 
   FIGURE 4.7:  Competence of the DoL in terms of construction knowledge 
and skills 
 
4.3.3.3   Aspect 3  
 
Figure 4.8 indicates that the respondent sample stratum consisted of only the 
building and civil engineering GCs. The consultants, project managers and 
inspectors do not generally have contact or record of visits to sites, and could 
therefore not respond to the questionnaire.  All the mean scores are ≤ 3.0, 
which indicates that in general construction sites can be deemed not to have 
been subjected to visits by DoL Inspectors. 
1.94
2.42 2.43
0
1
2
3
(Phase 1) (Phase 2) (Phase 3) (Phase 4) (Phase 5) (Phase 6)
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  FIGURE 4.8:  Frequency of DoL Inspectors visiting sites 
4.3.3.4   Aspect 4  
 
Given that the majority of the mean scores are > 3.00, in general the 
effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in conducting ‘blitz’ inspections can be 
deemed to be more effective than ineffective (Figure 4.9) The consultants and 
project managers were not asked to respond possibly due to not having direct 
contact or keeping statistical records of DoL ‘blitz’ inspections. The 
respondents namely, the building and civil engineering GCs contend that the 
DoL Inspectors were not effective in conducting ‘blitz’ inspections. However, it 
is notable that the consultants surveyed during the Pilot Study and the 
Inspectors surveyed in phase 5, disagree with the above contention, reflected 
by the mean scores > 3.00. In general 60.0% of the building and civil 
engineering GCs agree that sites were subjected to ‘blitz’ inspections ranging 
between 0% and 10%.   
3.12
2.63
3.45
0
1
2
3
4
(Phase 1) (Phase 2) (Phase 3) (Phase 4) (Phase 5) (Phase 6)
 
  FIGURE 4.9:  Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectors conducting ‘blitz’ 
inspections 
 
4.3.3.5   Aspect 5  
 
The majority of mean scores indicate that the checklists used during 
inspections can be deemed to be appropriate rather than inappropriate 
(Figure 4.10).  It is notable that the building contractors in the pilot study 
conducted in the Eastern Cape and the civil engineering GCs nationally 
disagreed, indicated by mean scores ≤ 3.0. The standardisation of the 
checklists in the various areas is therefore questioned. Are all checklists used 
by the DoL inspectorate comparable? 
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  FIGURE 4.10:  Appropriateness of the checklists used by the DoL 
Inspectorate during inspections 
 
4.3.3.6   Aspect 6  
 
The sample stratum consisted of building and civil engineering GCs, and 
inspectors. The project managers non-response indicates that they do not 
have personal contact with the DoL Inspectorate and are not aware of the 
status quo with respect to the liaison and promotion of the DoL Inspectorate.  
Given that the mean scores for all phases are ≤ 3.0, including that relative to 
the Inspectors, in general the DoL Inspectorate can be rated poor rather than 
good.   
2.5 2.68 2.75 2.66 2.21
2.9
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(Phase 1) (Phase 2) (Phase 3) (Phase 4) (Phase 5) (Phase 6)
 
  FIGURE 4.11:  DoL Inspectorate in terms of liaison and promotion  
 
4.3.3.7   Aspect 7  
 
In terms of the overall response, all mean scores ≤ 3.0, which indicates that 
the culture of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of morale, motivation, and 
satisfaction can be rated poor rather than good (Figure 4.12). The level of 
‘unsure’ responses as indicated in the Annexures indicate that respondents do 
not have, or seldom have personal contact with the DoL Inspectorate, and are 
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not aware of the present situation with respect to morale, motivation, and 
satisfaction.   
 
It is notable that the Inspectors who are employed by the DoL Inspectorate 
also agreed that the culture is poor.  
2.5 2.81
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  FIGURE 4.12: Prevailing culture of DoL Inspectorate in terms of morale, 
motivation and satisfaction 
 
4.3.3.8   Aspect 8  
 
Figure 4.13 indicates that with the exception of the consultants, there is 
support for the current framework of the DoL Inspectorate. An above average 
mean of 3.17 indicates that the stakeholders view the current framework to be 
effectual and supported rather than opposed. From the responses received it 
can be argued that not all the stakeholders are aware of the components of 
the current framework.  
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2.68
3.32 3.50
2.72
3.50 3.40 3.33
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  FIGURE 4.13:  Support for the current framework of the DoL   
                           Inspectorate 
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4.3.3.9   Aspect 9  
 
With the exception of the building GCs (3.02) and inspectors (3.09) the 
majority of the mean scores ≤ 3.00, which indicates that in general the DoL 
Inspectorate can be deemed to be ineffective in enforcing legislation. The 
overall mean score of 2.72 as presented in Table 4.5, clearly indicates that the 
consultants, civil engineering GCs and project managers affirm that 
prescribed legislation is not being enforced.  
2.73
2.35
3.02
2.61 2.47 2.78
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  FIGURE 4.14:  Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of 
enforcing legislation   
 
4.3.3.10   Aspect 10  
 
Figure 4.15 indicates overwhelming support for an accreditation system based 
on OH&S performance. It appears that such a system is welcomed by all 
respondents / stakeholders / contractors and the impact could have a positive 
effect in reducing fatalities and injuries. The mean score of 3.72 substantiates 
this statement. Furthermore, it is notable that the inspectors are in agreement 
and also support an accreditation system.  
3.73
3.82 3.77 3.72
3.53
4.07
3.45
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3.40
3.60
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4.20
(Phase 1) (Phase 2) (Phase 3) (Phase 4) (Phase 5) (Phase 6)
 
 
  FIGURE 4.15:  Support for DoL accreditation system based on contractors 
OH&S performance  
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 4.3.3.11   Aspect 11  
 
The research findings presented in Figure 4.16 clearly indicate the need for 
the implementation of an incentive scheme which recognises a reduction in 
fatalities and injuries. All stakeholders surveyed collectively agree and support 
such an initiative.  Barring the lowest score of the building GCs (3.94), the 
majority of the mean scores are > 4.17.   
 
3.94
4.23 4.17 4.21 4.24
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  FIGURE 4.16:  Support for the implementation of an incentive scheme 
which recognises a reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities 
 
4.3.3.12   Aspect 12  
 
Given that all the mean scores ≤ 3.00, with the exception of that relative to the 
DoL Inspectors (3.54), in general, the  DoL Inspectorate can be deemed to 
have not contributed to an improvement in organisations’ OH&S performance. 
With the exception of the consultants, project managers, and DoL Inspectors, 
the majority of mean scores indicate a limited contribution by the DoL 
Inspectorate relative to organisations’ OH&S performance.  
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  FIGURE 4.17:  DoL Inspectorate contribution to improvement in organisations’ 
OH&S performance 
 4.3.3.13   Aspect 13  
 
With the exception of the Phase 2 survey mean score, all the mean scores 
indicate that South African OH&S legislation can be deemed to be perceived 
as not being equal to ‘best practice’ (Figure 4.18). It is notable that that there 
was a minimal difference between the respondents surveyed,,the mean 
scores ranging between 2.68 and 3.01.  
3.00
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  FIGURE 4.18:  Rating of South African OH&S legislation relative to ‘best 
practice’ 
 
4.3.3.14   Aspect 14  
 
Figure 4.19 indicates that the respondent sample stratum consisted of only 
the building and civil engineering GCs, project managers and inspectors.  The 
overall mean score of 2.75 indicates that the DoL Inspectorate can be 
deemed to be ineffective, as opposed to effective, in assuring OH&S. 
However, the 3.22 mean score relative to inspectors indicates that they 
perceive the DoL Inspectorate to be effective. 
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FIGURE 4.19:    Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of 
assuring OH&S 
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4.3.3.15   Aspect 15  
 
With the exception of the mean score of 3.68 relative to Inspectors, the 
majority of mean scores are < 3.0, indicating that the DoL Inspectorate can be  
deemed to be more insignificant than significant in terms of accident 
prevention in construction (Figure 4.20).   
2.93 2.60 2.64 2.76
3.68
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  Figure 4.20:  Significance of the DoL Inspectorate relative to accident  
prevention in construction 
 
4.3.4 Mean Scores of Aspects addressed by DoL Inspectors during 
 Inspections  
 
Table 4.6 presents the mean scores of the aspects addressed by the DoL 
Inspectors during inspections.  The overall mean score is shown of all the 
stakeholder responses. 
 
TABLE 4.6:   Aspects addressed by DoL Inspectors during inspections 
 
Extent to which the DoL Inspectorate addresses various aspects 
(MS) 
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Aspect 
Bldg Cons Bldg Civil Cons PM Insp. M
ea
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OH&S 2.57 3.40 3.16 2.94 2.78 3.00 3.95 3.11
Labour Relations 1.80 3.06 2.50 2.15 2.96 3.30 2.65 2.63
Employment Equity 1.73 2.93 2.45 2.21 3.03 3.23 3.19 2.68
Basic Conditions of 
Employment 2.14 3.13 2.58 2.33 2.94 3.15 3.85 2.87
Unemployment Fund 2.26 2.93 2.50 2.57 2.83 2.69 3.28 2.72
Compensation for 
Occupational Injuries  
and Diseases 
2.26 2.78 2.65 2.31 2.90 2.69 3.66 2.75
Skills Development 1.66 2.66 2.29 1.89 2.66 3.30 2.14 2.37
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According to the past policy of the DoL Inspectorate, it was the task of the 
DoL Inspectors to address and conduct investigations in the primary areas of 
all aspects mentioned in the above table.  According to the DoL Inspectorate, 
the policy was amended in July 2007 such that DoL Inspectors focus on 
specific areas of specialization such as OH&S.   
 
The overall mean scores presented in Table 4.6 indicates that the DoL 
Inspectorate is not addressing the various aspects to an optimum extent. In 
contrast, mean scores relative to the consultants, project managers, 
inspectors, and the building GCs indicate that OH&S is being addressed, and 
is thus ranked first, but marginally so.     
 
Given that the majority of mean scores are < 3.00, barring the first aspect, it 
can be deduced that the DoL Inspectorate is not paying the requisite attention 
to the primary areas and that inspections are not being effectively conducted. 
The higher mean scores attributable to the project managers could also 
denote that they are not actively involved in engagement with the DoL 
Inspectorate and do not have personal contact, record or statistical 
information of aspects being investigated.  Figure 4.21 further illustrates the 
mean scores of aspects addressed by DoL Inspectors during inspections. 
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   FIGURE 4.21:  Mean scores of aspects addressed by DoL Inspectors 
during inspections 
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4.3.5 Mean Scores of DoL Assessment of Consultants / Practitioners / 
 Project Managers / Designers relative to Construction OH&S  
 
 
Table 4.7 illustrates the assessment of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of mean 
scores relative to various aspects relative to construction OH&S  originating 
from consultants’ / practitioners’, project managers’, inspectors’ and 
designers’ responses.  Questionnaires were mailed to consultants, project 
managers, inspectors and designers only, the reason being that the questions 
asked were specifically applicable to this sector only, excluding that of building 
and civil engineering GCs.  
 
TABLE 4.7:  DoL Inspectors assessment of consultants / practitioners / 
project managers / designers relative to construction OH&S 
 
Rating of the DoL Inspectorate assessments of various  aspects relative 
to construction OH&S (MS) 
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Aspect 
Bldg Cons Bldg Civil Cons PM Insp. 
 
Design 
Mean 
Score Rank 
Hazard elimination or 
mitigation during 
construction 
* * * * 2.80 2.27 3.57 2.39 2.75  1 
The communication of 
information on design 
residual risks 
* * * * 2.72 2.30 3.23 2.45 2.67  4 
The documentation 
relative to the reduction 
of construction hazards 
during design  
* * * * 2.52 2.40 3.31 2.30 2.62 7 
Consultants’ / Project 
managers / 
practitioners / 
designers OH&S 
training 
* * * * 2.64 2.09 3.45 * 2.72 2 
Effectiveness of the 
consultation process 
relative to OH&S 
* * * * 2.55 2.36 3.18 * 2.69  3 
Hazard elimination or 
mitigation during 
design 
* * * * 2.67 2.09 3.22 2.68 2.66 5 
Contributions to the 
project OH&S 
specification 
* * * * 2.58 2.11 3.28 2.56 2.63  6 
                     
Given that the mean score of all aspects are < 3.00, it can be assumed that 
the DoL Inspectors are not attending to aspects such as, consultants’ / project 
managers / practitioners / designer OH&S training, identifying consultation 
processes relative to OH&S, assessing documentation relative to the 
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reduction of construction hazards during design, hazard elimination or 
mitigation during design, contributing to the project OH&S specification, and 
hazard elimination or mitigation during construction.  
 
It is notable that the overall mean is also < 3.00. Further, it is notable that the 
Inspectors are the only sector relative to which the mean > 3.00. The question 
is posed: Are the DoL Inspectors actually aware of these aspects? 
 
It is notable that in terms of ranking based upon the mean scores, relative to 
the DoL Inspectors, hazard elimination or mitigation during construction is 
ranked first, followed by consultants’ / project managers / practitioners / 
designers OH&S training, effectiveness of the consultation process relative to 
OH&S, the communication of information on design residual risks, hazard 
elimination or mitigation during design, contributions to the project OH&S 
specification, and the documentation relative to the reduction of construction 
hazards during design.  
 
4.3.6   Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of Enforcing 
Action 
 
Table 4.8 presents the findings relative to the effectiveness of the DoL 
Inspectorate in terms of enforcing action.  
 
TABLE 4.8:  Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of enforcing 
action  
 
Rating of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of various 
aspects relative to construction OH&S (MS) 
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Aspect 
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Written ( Letter, Site 
report) * * * * 2.52 3.07 4.09 2.44 3.03 1
Possible / Likely notices * * * * 2.41 2.92 3.68 2.55 2.89 2
Verbal only * * * * 2.63 3.07 3.14 2.48 2.83 3
Pending further action 
(Follow up visits, Written 
responses from 
designers) 
* * * * 2.21 2.84 3.63 2.53 2.82 4
 
It is notable that with the exception of letter / site report the overall mean 
scores are ≤ 3.00, which in general indicates that the DoL Inspectorate can be 
deemed not to be effective (Table 4.8).  In contrast, the mean scores relative 
to the Inspectorate indicate that they can be deemed to perceive that they are 
effective – they first resort to written correspondence, followed by possible / 
likely notices, and verbal communication. In summation, the perception by the 
stakeholders is not entirely positive and allures to the need for an  
improvement in enforcing action. 
 
Effectiveness of DoL inspectorate in 
terms of enforcing action
3.03
2.89
2.83 2.82
2.7
2.8
2.9
3
3.1
WRITTEN NOTICE VERBAL PENDING
 
 
   FIGURE 4.22:  Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate in terms of enforcing 
action 
 
4.3.7   Aspects in Terms of Importance to DoL Inspectors 
 
Table 4.9 illustrates the importance of aspects to the DoL Inspectorate in 
terms of mean scores, and that accident investigation is ranked first.  From 
other findings, this aspect is perceived as one of the more important aspects. 
However, are investigations carried out pre- or post-accident?  Is this possibly 
a matter of the DoL Inspectorate being more reactive as to pro active?   
 
All the mean scores are > 3.00, and the top eight are > 4.20, which indicates 
that they can be deemed to be perceived as between more than important to 
very / very important. However, are these aspects being addressed by the 
DoL Inspectorate?  
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 TABLE 4.9:   Importance of aspects to DoL Inspectors  
 
Importance of aspects to the DoL Inspectorate (MS)   
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Bldg Cons Bldg Civil Cons PM Insp.   M
ea
n 
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e 
  R
an
k 
Accident investigations * * * * * * 4.63 4.63 1   
Compliance (general) * * * * * * 4.50 4.50 2= 
Better practice (beyond 
compliance) * * * * * * 4.50 4.50 2= 
Responsibility for OH&S * * * * * * 4.45 4.45 4   
Accountability for OH&S * * * * * * 4.40 4.40 5   
OH&S education / 
training * * * * * * 4.36 4.36 6   
Worker behaviour * * * * * * 4.23 4.23 7   
OH&S Management 
System * * * * * * 4.22 4.22 8   
Conditions on site * * * * * * 4.18 4.18 9   
OH&S appointments * * * * * * 4.14 4.14 10     
OH&S meetings and 
minutes * * * * * * 4.13 4.13 11    
OH&S inspections by 
contractors * * * * * * 4.09 4.09 12    
Resources * * * * * * 4.00 4.00 13    
Procurement e.g. 
financial allowance for 
OH&S 
* * * * * * 3.95 3.95 14    
Site layout * * * * * * 3.77 3.77 15   
Welfare facilities * * * * * * 3.72 3.72 16   
Culture * * * * * * 3.14 3.14 17   
 
4.3.8 DoL Relative to Impact of Current Methodologies / Strategies in 
Terms of Improving Construction OH&S  
 
Table 4.10 presents the self-rating of the DoL Inspectorate relative to the 
impact of current methodologies / strategies in terms of improving construction 
OH&S.  
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TABLE 4.10:  Impact of the DoL in terms of improving Construction OH&S  
 
Impact of the DoL Inspectorate in terms of improving 
construction OH&S  (MS) 
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Bldg Cons Bldg Civil Cons PM Insp. M
ea
n 
sc
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e 
R
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k 
Investigations * * * * * * 4.00 4.00 1  
Enforcement * * * * * * 3.86 3.86 2=
Inspections * * * * * * 3.86 3.86 2=
Prohibition of work * * * * * * 3.77 3.77 4  
Penalties / Fines * * * * * * 3.72 3.72 5  
Auditing of OH&S 
systems * * * * * * 3.54 3.54 6  
Incentives * * * * * * 3.45 3.45 7  
Accreditation of 
contractors * * * * * * 3.38 3.38 8  
Assessment of overall 
performance * * * * * * 3.36 3.36 9=
Review of client 
interventions * * * * * * 3.36 3.36 9=
Review of designer 
interventions * * * * * * 3.33 3.33 11  
 
Table 4.10 indicates that investigations are rated by the DoL Inspectors as the 
top methodology / strategy in terms of improving construction OH&S. Ranked 
joint second is enforcement and inspections.  However, is the DoL 
Inspectorate effectively enforcing and inspecting? From other findings 
presented, the remainder of the stakeholders do not concur with this 
perception.  It is notable that incentives and accreditation are ranked seventh 
and eighth respectively. This is in direct contrast to the findings of aspect 10 
and 11 in Table 4.5.  
 
It is notable that lowest ranked in terms of current methodology / strategy is 
the review of designer interventions. This appears to correlate with the 
designer perceptions that the DoL Inspectorate does not have much contact 
or personal liaison with the designers.  
 
This appears to be a notable finding which is addressed in the 
recommendations in Chapter 7. Table 4.11 indicates the importance of  
seventeen aspects in terms of the mean score ranging between 1.00 and 
5.00, based upon percentage responses to a scale of 1 (not important) to 5 
(very important).  
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It is notable that the mean scores are all above the midpoint score of 3.00, 
which indicates that in general the inspectors can be deemed to perceive the 
aspects as important. However, given that the mean scores for the top nine 
aspects are > 4.20 ≤ 5.00, the respondents can be deemed to perceive the 
parameters to be more than important to very / very important.  
 
It is significant that the traditional aspects in the form of investigations, 
compliance and responsibility, are ranked in the top three.     
 
4.3.9 Aspects in terms of importance   
 
TABLE 4.11:  Aspects in terms of importance   
 
Least …………………………… Most Aspects Do 
not 1 2 3 4 5 
Unsure MS Rank 
Accident investigations   0.0   0.0   4.5   4.5 13.6 77.2     0.0   4.63     1 
Compliance (general)   0.0   4.5   4.5   4.5   9.0 77.2     0.0   4.50     2= 
Better practice (beyond  
compliance) 
 
 4.5 
 
  0.0 
 
  4.5 
 
  4.5 
 
22.7 
 
59.0 
 
    0.0 
 
  4.50 
 
    2= 
Responsibility for OH&S   0.0   0.0   9.0 27.2 63.6   0.0     0.0   4.45     4 
Accountability for OH&S   0.0   0.0   9.0   0.0 31.8 59.0     0.0   4.40     5 
OH&S education / training   0.0   0.0   9.0   4.5 27.2 59.0     0.0   4.36     6 
Worker behaviour   0.0   4.5   4.5   4.5 31.8 50.0     0.0   4.23   7 
OH&S Management  
System 
 
  0.0 
 
  0.0 
 
  4.5 
 
  9.0 
 
45.4 
 
40.9 
 
    0.0 
 
  4.22 
 
  8 
Conditions on site   0.0   0.0   9.0 13.6 27.2 50.0     0.0   4.18   9 
OH&S appointments   0.0   0.0   0.0 31.8 18.1 45.4     0.0   4.14  10 
OH&S meetings and  
minutes 
 
  0.0 
 
  0.0 
 
  4.5 
 
13.6 
 
45.4 
 
36.3 
 
    0.0 
 
  4.13 
     
 11 
OH&S inspections by  
Contractors 
 
  0.0 
 
  4.5 
 
  0.0 
 
22.7 
 
27.2 
 
45.4 
 
    0.0 
 
  4.09 
 
 12 
Resources   0.0   0.0 13.6 13.6 27.2 40.9     0.0   4.00  13 
Procurement e.g. financial  
allowance for OH&S 
 
  0.0 
 
  4.5 
 
  9.0 
 
  9.0 
 
40.9 
 
36.3 
 
    0.0 
 
  3.95 
 
 14 
Site layout   0.0   4.5   9.0 27.2 22.7 36.3     0.0   3.77  15 
Welfare facilities   0.0 13.6   4.5   9.0 40.9 31.8     0.0   3.72  16 
Culture   4.5 18.1   9.0 22.7 31.8 13.6     0.0   3.14  17 
 
In the survey conducted amongst only the designers, the following questions 
were asked to determine designers’ practices and perceptions.  
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4.3.10   Relevant Information of Designer Aspects 
 
Table 4.12:   Relevant information of designer aspects 
 
Relevant information of 
designer Aspects (%) 
              Response (%)) 
Aspect 
Yes No Unsure 
Do you as designer ever contribute to ensuring 
that contractors make provision for OH&S? 
 
83.5 
 
12.6 
 
3.9 
Do you as designer ever provide principal 
contractors with any information that might affect 
OH&S? 
 
 
81.0 
 
 
13.9 5.1 
Do you as designer ever stop work that is not in 
accordance with the design? 
 
83.5 
 
7.5 9.0 
Do you as designer contribute to ensuring that 
sufficient OH&S information is provided and that 
the Principal contractors have the requisite 
resources where changes to the design or 
construction are made? 
 
 
 
 
70.8 
 
 
 
 
18.9 10.3 
Have you ever fulfilled the function of Client 
appointed agent In terms of the 
Construction Regulations? 
 
 
43.0 
 
 
50.6 6.4 
Do you as designer ever ensure, or contribute to 
ensuring that principal contractors make provision 
for OH&S costs? 
 
 
53.1 
 
 
8.8 38.1 
Do you as designer ever appoint Principal 
contractors for projects? 
 
67.0 
 
20.2 12.8 
Do you as designer ensure that Principal 
contractors implement their plans? 
 
69.6 
 
17.7 12.7 
Do you as designer ever stop 
work that is not in accordance with OH&S plans? 
 
60.7 
 
18.9 20.4 
 
 
83.5% of the designers contribute to ensuring that contractors make provision 
for OH&S. Furthermore, the ‘No’ and ‘Unsure’ responses total 18.0% which 
effectively means 1 out of 7.5 of the designers do not make provision for 
OH&S. 
 
81.0% of the designers do provide principal contractors with information that 
might affect OH&S? 13.9% responded that they do not. This possibly 
indicates a neglect of designers not communicating relevant OH&S 
information. 
 
 83.5% responded that they as designer do stop work that is not in 
accordance with the design. Furthermore, it is notable that only 7.5% 
responded that they do not stop work that is not in accordance with the 
design. It therefore appears that the majority of the designers have a positive 
influence on OH&S, rather than a negative influence.  
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70.8% responded that they do provide sufficient OH&S information and do 
provide principal contractors with requisite resources. 18.9% responded to the 
contrary.  
 
50.6% of designers responded that they have not fulfilled the function of client 
appointed agent in terms of the Construction Regulations? 43.0% responded 
that they did. However, 3.7% were unsure.  
 
In terms of the extent to which designers ensure or contribute to ensuring that 
principal contractors make provision for OH&S costs, 53.1% responded in the 
affirmative, while 8.8% responded negatively. This indicates a low response 
rate of respondents, possibly due to not having direct contact with the 
principal contractors.  It is also notable that 36.7% did not respond to this 
question:  
 
67.0% of respondents affirmed that they do appoint principal contractors for 
projects. 20.2% indicated that they do not.  
 
The majority (69.6%) of designers responded that they do ensure that 
principal contractors implement their plans. This finding appears to indicate 
that this requirement of the Construction Regulations is being adhered to with 
only 17.7% of the designers responding negatively:  
 
60.7% responded that they do stop work that is not in accordance with OH&S 
plans, while 18.9% responded in the negative. Furthermore, it is notable that 
8.8% were unsure. This could indicate that some designers are not aware of 
OH&S plans as stipulated in the Construction Regulations. 
 
4.4 GENERAL COMMENTS AND REMARKS OBTAINED FROM THE 
RESPONDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRES 
 
The following section highlights the general comments and remarks obtained 
from the respondents’ questionnaires.  The general remarks emanate from an 
open ended question asked in the questionnaire: Do you have personal 
interaction with the DoL Inspectorate / Inspectors? If ‘Not’, please comment. 
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The remarks are presented in tables relative to the various listed disciplines. A 
summary table is presented grouping all common issues with the 
corresponding numbers of responses received. 
 
TABLE 4.13:   Summary of common issues relative to the Building 
Contractors                 
 
Building 
Contractor 
Issue  No. 
  • Inspections  
• Negative Action  
• Positive Action 
• Liaison and promotion  
• Investigation 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
 
 
4 of the respondents indicated that there is a lack of inspections being 
conducted by the DoL Inspectors. 1 respondent indicated that no action was 
taken by the DoL Inspectors while 1 respondent answered to the contrary. A 
notable point, which correlates with the empirical findings is that there is no 
personal contact with the DoL Inspectorate. 1 respondent concurred.  It also 
appears that the DoL Inspectors conduct post-accident investigations instead 
of rather being proactive.  Table 4.14 lists the actual remarks and comments 
obtained from the building contractors. 
 
TABLE 4.14:   General comments and remarks relative to the building 
GCs 
 
Building GC Remarks 
  • We have had only one inspection in 5 years 
• There are quite a few grey areas relative to OH&S in the Building 
regulations which are being addressed by the Gauteng MBA 
• As far as the DoL is concerned, they have only visited my site 
once in 2005. I have phoned hem in the past and gave them 
addresses of dangerous building sites, but nothing was ever 
done about it 
• I have seen a marked increase in visits in 2005 
• No contact at all 
• We employ an accredited OH&S consultant on a full time basis to 
manage and implement our contracts. He calls for inspections 
regularly 
• Inspectors have never visited my premises 
• Never seen inspectors. Do they exist? 
• They only show up in country areas when there is a serious 
accident 
• Don’t know. Never had an inspection before 
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Table 4.15 indicates that 2 remarks were received from the civil engineering 
GCs. 1 Respondent indicated that there was minimal contact with the DoL 
Inspectorate, while the other opted to remain anonymous. Table 4.15 lists the 
actual remarks and comments obtained from the civil engineering GCs. 
 
TABLE 4.15:   Summary of common issues relative to the civil engineering 
GCs 
 
Civil engineering  
GCs 
Issue  No. 
  • Inspections  1 
 
TABLE 4.16:   General comments and remarks relative to the civil 
engineering GCs 
 
Civil Engineering 
Contractor 
Remarks 
  • Unsure – Very little contact with DoL, I cannot comment 
• We are pleased to assist you in your survey, but we would like to 
remain anonymous     
 
 
6 of the respondents indicated that there is a lack of inspections being 
conducted by the DoL Inspectors while 1 respondent answered that the DoL 
had increased its performance relative to inspections (Table 4.17). A notable 
point , which correlates with the empirical findings is that there is no personal 
contact with the DoL Inspectorate. 2 respondents also concurred.  It appears 
that the DoL Inspectors conduct post-accident investigations rather than being 
proactive.  Table 4.18 lists the actual remarks and comments obtained from 
the project managers. 
 
TABLE 4.17:   Summary of common issues relative to the Project   
      Managers 
  
Project Managers    Issue   No. 
  • Inspections  
• Liaison and promotion  
• OH&S performance 
• Investigation 
6 
2 
1 
2 
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TABLE 4.18:   General comments and remarks relative to the Project 
Managers 
 
Project Managers Remarks 
  • Inspectors do not seem to be able to attend to many sites and if 
an inspection does take place there is no personal interaction 
with the inspector 
• No site contact, occasionally, only when I phone the DoL for 
information – I will rather not leave my details 
• Interaction rarely between DoL and employer 
• Only contact is when you contact them for something 
• Doing a good job so far 
• No inspector has been to our premises or to any of the jobs we 
are involved with 
• I am not on site when inspections are carried out 
• Contact only if problem arises 
• They only appear when problems arise. So far our sites have 
been lucky in that no major problems have occurred 
• We have no contact with the DoL.  We are Project Managers 
 
Given the remarks of the DoL Inspectors, 6 Inspectors concur regarding the 
need for training of DoL Inspectors in the areas of enforcement, prosecution, 
general regulations, and focus on construction related training? 3 Inspectors 
agreed that there is a shortage of staff in the department, affecting the 
enforcement of legislation and the conducting of optimum inspections and 
investigations. 2 Inspectors perceive the need for closer collaboration with 
stakeholders, with the view of engaging with the designers at design stage, 
identifying hazards at an early stage. 2 Respondents identified the issue of 
competency as one of the major issues in the DoL. 2 Inspectors agreed that 
the issue of culture was affecting the morale, and motivation of the staff in the 
department. 2 Identified improvement of OH&S as problematic. 2 Comments 
were raised as to the need for compliance at an early stage.  
 
Table 4.20 lists the actual remarks and comments obtained from the DoL 
Inspectors. 
 
TABLE 4.19:   Summary of common issues relative to the DoL 
Inspectors 
 
DoL Inspectors Issue  No. 
  • Training 
• Human resources 
• Collaboration  
• Competency 
• Culture 
• No OH&S improvement 
• Compliance at design stage 
6 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
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TABLE 4.20:   General comments and remarks relative to the DoL 
Inspectors 
 
DoL Inspectors Remark 
  • DoL Inspectorate must receive enforcement measures’ training in 
order to be effective in their day to day activities. Lack of 
enforcement resources at the DoL Inspectorate 
• Inspectors must receive training with regards to prosecution. 
Workshop must be organised between DoL Inspectors and 
Designers (Architects) 
• OH&S has many branches. Asbestos, Hazardous chemicals, 
biological agents, electrical, vessels under pressure – which all fall 
flat  
• I feel there is still a lot to be done as far as this is concerned and 
only a collaborative effort will bring about changes to the industry 
where the DoL, construction companies, agents, unions and all 
stakeholders affected by the industry is involved. There are 
competent people who do their job properly, but their morale and 
motivation needs to be boosted by giving them advancement 
opportunities and large companies need to invest on the 
improvement of things and we need to re-look at the classification 
of subcontractors that are not complying and hiding behind the 
principal contractor. 
The issue at looking at compliance at design level is very crucial 
and then we are able to forecast possible hazard areas and take 
the necessary measures by the time construction starts. 
 
The issue of incompetence of DoL staff is another problem. 
Advance their knowledge so as to be confident and competent to 
do their job well. These are reasons to work hard and be able to 
prosecute large construction companies.  
 
Overall, there is great room for improvement from all in the 
department and it is time we stop passing the buck and start 
working together to improve things. There is great potential if we 
work together. 
 
• I do believe that it is difficult to enforce OH&S legislation due to the 
small number of OH&S inspectors employed by the DoL. It appears 
to me that at the moment we are working only on notifications 
received from some contractors. We do not reach those contractors 
that do not notify due to a lack of manpower. 
 
Suggestion: DoL must employ more OH&S inspectors and try and 
implement systems to motivate inspectors to stay with the DoL. 
 
• Inspections are done on employers who forward a notification of 
construction to DoL. These are mostly the more compliant and 
larger companies, but there are numerous smaller employers not 
informing the DoL of construction work. It is these employers that 
do not comply. Too little focused inspections to continuously 
monitor OH&S compliance versus too many sites. 
 
OH&S inspectors employed by DoL mostly on the health side with 
very little knowledge of machinery. DoL has failed to retain the 
expertise of former OH&S inspectors who left for greener pastures. 
 
• Inspectors with OH&S focus must conduct more  on OH&S 
construction inspections. 
 
• Most OH&S inspectors are new in the field and they require more 
training to be able to enforce the legislation. 
 
• Inspections to be conducted in a serious and professional manner. 
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Construction inspections to be conducted on a regular basis. 
Inspectors do not do inspections because of unsureness. 
 
• DoL to provide extensive training on construction and emphasise 
practical training which is very important when conducting 
inspections. 
 
• If employers could firstly prioritise a better and safe working 
environment before concentrating  their efforts on profits, there 
could be less incidents / accidents relative to construction work. 
 
Secondly, the DoL Inspectorate division in relation to OH&S 
inspections should be a joint venture relative to contractors where 
the work is inspected in phases rather that at the beginning and at 
the end. This would result in ‘best practice’ rather than the present 
situation and minimise incidents and fatalities or near accidents. 
 
 
Table 4.21 indicates that 3 respondents agree that training needs to be 
increased in the DoL Inspectorate. 2 consultants agree that the DoL 
Inspectors appear to be more reactive as opposed to proactive. The 
Inspectors attend to the incident once it has already occurred. Furthermore, 
the quality of investigations conducted appears to be of poor quality.  8 
respondents concur that there is a lack of liaison and promotion, where no 
advocacy and no interpersonal interaction occurs. 2 respondents state the 
lack of communication between the DoL and the respective stakeholders. The 
consultants also concur with other stakeholders relative to the shortage of 
staff employed by the DoL.  Without sufficient staff, OH&S is difficult to 
manage and enforce.  7 consultants mention that the staff in the DoL 
Inspectorate is incompetent. This correlates with the empirical findings 
aforementioned. 6 respondents agree that there has not been an 
improvement in OH&S. Table 4.22 lists the actual remarks and comments 
obtained from the building contractors. 
 
TABLE 4.21:   Summary of common Issue relative to the OH&S 
Consultants 
 
OH&S Consultants Issue  No. 
  • Training 
• Investigations 
• Liaison and promotion  
• Communication 
• Human Resources 
• Competency 
• No OH&S Improvement 
3 
2 
8 
4 
3 
7 
6 
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TABLE 4.22:   General comments and remarks relative to the OH&S 
Consultants 
 
OH&S Consultants Remarks 
  • There is good interaction, however, I find the DoL being very 
poor in following up whatever they could find.  I refer to them as 
‘Barking Dogs’ that never bite.     
 
• From companies that I am involved in there is no proactive 
visits by the DoL as it was a number of years ago. I don’t even 
know who the inspectors are or the HOD. 
 
• I am a personal consultant with the DoL. I have been since 
1981 and the DoL has deteriorated in the past 10 years.  
 
• Have visited their offices approximately 4 times in the past 
year. Answers differ from office to office. No willingness to 
improve heir own knowledge. They have a know-all attitude. 
Not willing to see the role of the consultant. As I was 
extensively exposed to standards in Europe as well as personal 
contact with the SHE Executive in the UK, I definitely know that 
our DoL OH&S wants to police rather than enforce guidance. 
They have a lot to learn. 
• In the Cape Town office, nobody answers the phone. They 
don’t show up for investigations after issuing notices of 
investigation. Unable to give advice or guidance. Disorganised 
and incompetent. Poor investigations or inspections. No 
response to written notifications. 
 
• Fighting fires only. They only jump when there is a problem. 
 
• Insufficient forums between industry and DoL pertaining to 
developing strategies collectively to prevent or minimise OH&S 
related losses. 
 
• Under-staffed, very little skills, untrained, little authority, and 
little knowledge. 
 
• Audits conducted incorrectly. 
 
• No DoL inspector has ever visited my company. 
 
• DoL does superficial investigations. 
 
• Not enough planned visits. 
 
• Don’t answer their phones. DoL is not visible. No 
communication. 
 
• DoL can not give answers to OH&S questions. 
 
• Not enough prosecutions. 
 
• Loss of expertise. 
 
• The Regional office has become totally ineffective due to all the 
expertise having left. 
 
• Difficult to get hold of. Do not return calls. No follow up process. 
 
• Understaffed and no properly trained. 
 
• You only see them when there is an accident. 
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• See them at the MBA meeting every 3 months. 
 
• Lack of coordinated function. 
 
• No visits. No communication. 
 
• Not competent. 
 
• More reactive than proactive. 
 
• Skills, knowledge and competency non existent. 
 
• Not following up after notifications given. 
 
• DoL inspectors not familiar with the OH&S Act. Concentrates 
more on equity as he is normally from a union background. Not 
available for appointments, but rather visit in person. 
 
• DoL not visible at all. 
 
• They seem to get crash courses in auditing / checklists. They 
do not coordinate with each other and 3 or 4 inspectors visit 
your site at once. They do recognise the real hazards. Refuse 
to inform his / her findings. They even send a list of items that 
they want checked, so by the time they arrive all is in order. No 
surprise visits. 
 
• OH&S Members of the ISM have commented on the lack of 
value when interacting with the DoL.  
 
• DoL HOD unable to answer basic questions at seminars  
 
• Lack of communication – internal and external.  
    No generation of stakeholder interest. Budget spent    
    incorrectly. They need training. 
 
Table 4.23 indicates that 7 respondents agree that training needs to be 
increased in the DoL Inspectorate. 5 respondents concur that there is a lack of 
liaison and promotion, where no advocacy and no interpersonal interaction 
occurs. 18 respondents highlight the lack of communication between the DoL 
and the respective stakeholders. The consultants also concur with other 
stakeholders relative to the shortage of staff employed by the DoL (4).  
Without sufficient staff, OH&S is difficult to manage and enforce.  6 
consultants mention that the staff in the DoL Inspectorate is incompetent. In 
contrast, 1 respondent stated that safety has become an important issue and 
safety measures are being introduced, while 1 mentioned that the Dol is 
helpful when approached. Table 4.24 lists the actual remarks and comments 
obtained from the building contractors. 
 
 185
TABLE 4.23:   Summary of common Issue relative to the Designers 
 
Designers Issue  No. 
  • Training 
• Liaison and promotion  
• Communication 
• Human resources 
• Competency       
• Positive action         
7 
5 
18 
4 
6 
2 
 
TABLE 4.24:   General comments and remarks relative to the Designers 
 
Designers Remarks 
  • Since OH&S has been introduced some of the personnel have 
become an important issue and safety measures are being 
introduced. 
• DoL have no idea of what dangers can be encountered on a 
construction site. They do not identify a real danger staring 
them in the face. 
• Inspectorate seldom on site – have little input in some of our 
works which deal with low risk activities. 
• There are no inspectors let alone competent ones. OH&S in the 
UK is a precondition for being insurable. Should be the same in 
SA.  
• It is regarded as the contractor’s responsibility to ensure DoL is 
adhered to and enforced as it affects them directly. 
• DoL does not check on small residential projects. 
• Never see them on site. 
• Never ever met anyone. 
• Borrowed legislation from the UK is too sophisticated for an 
agrarian society where no competent persons are available to 
police, advise, approve, align and guide contractors, designers. 
• Only dealt with the contractor. 
• No one ever comes to site. 
• Pathetic personnel who don’t understand construction. A waste 
of money. 
• No formal consecutive structure enforcing legislation. 
• I have never been contacted. 
• Never seen one. 
• Rely on engineer to discuss OH&S. 
• Sometimes at site meetings. 
• Difficult to contact Inspectorate. 
• They are not qualified. 
• We have never been approached. The client is more of a 
‘policeman’. Only appear when thee is an accident. 
• Inspectorate is non-existant. Hopelessly understaffed and not 
enough resources. 
• DoL is reactive in nature only. 
• They have never visited my sites or offices. 
• DoL not involved and do not attend our meetings. 
• Low hanging front. 
• They are a faceless organisation. 
• They don’t contact us, neither do we. 
• Inspectors are incompetent in the inspections. 
• Any effort to communicate with the DoL is fruitless so we 
interact with the OH&S consultants. 
• Helpful when information is needed. 
• Does not have sufficient resources. 
• Never met any person from the Inspectorate. 
• Never met any person from the Inspectorate during my 
experience. Contractors are not fully aware of the Act. 
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• Only the contractor liaises with the DoL.  
• Unsure. 
• They meet with the contractor and in my view are efficient. 
• They are relatively unknown. 
• DoL inspections are not regularly carried out. 
• DoL is very understaffed and cannot visit all sites. 
• They are a waste of time. The law is so stringent, but they do 
not contribute much. The designs are drawn up according to 
safe practice, but the DoL does not contribute much. 
• I do not even know who to contact. I have never seen them. 
• Inspectors have never visited any of our sites. 
• As consultants we prefer that OH&S is monitored by an expert 
and suitably implemented. 
• I have not had reason to contact them and them us. 
• Primarily because our involvement does not extend beyond 
design. 
• Not sure – I have never seen them on site. 
• Not enough qualified inspectors. 
• Only will they know. 
• Invisible. 
 
4.5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
This chapter presented the empirical findings obtained from the respondents 
surveyed. The findings appear to correlate significantly with literature 
presented in Chapter 2. The results in this chapter form part of the analysis 
and attempt to reinforce the solving of the main problem as well as the sub-
problems. The findings also appear to highlight that the various stakeholders 
concur that the DoL OH&S Inspectorate is not effectively conducting their 
duties. There needs to be a paradigm shift towards improving the DoL OH&S 
Inspectorate service relative to the various stakeholders. 
 
A summary of the results i.e. mean scores and percentages, of all the means 
and percentages obtained in the questionnaires was presented and discussed 
in this chapter. This section also highlighted the general comments and 
remarks obtained from the respondent questionnaires.   
 
The following chapter presents the testing of the hypotheses in order of 
general tendency which will confirm the hypotheses.   
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CHAPTER 5:  TESTING OF THE HYPOTHESES – ANALYSIS AND 
INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULTS OF THE EMPIRICAL 
FINDINGS 
 
5.1   INTRODUCTION  
 
 
In Chapter 1 the hypotheses were presented relative to the sub-problems 
identified. The aim of this chapter is to assist in testing the seven hypotheses 
from the empirical findings presented in Chapter 4. The researcher has 
endeavoured to summarise the main findings of the study relative to the 
operations of the DoL OH&S Inspectorate, where the reviewed literature data 
will be correlated in conjunction with the analysis obtained from the 
questionnaires. The analysed data will be incorporated to prove the 
hypotheses of this research.  
 
A summary of the research findings is presented in tabular form for ease of 
reference correlating to the questions asked in the questionnaires. It should 
be noted that in general the survey respondents constitute the more 
committed GCs, OH&S consultants, project managers and inspectors of the 
DoL OH&S Inspectorate, as stated in phases 1 to 6 and as illustrated in 
Chapter 4. 
 
There appears to be an indication of extensive inadequacy, lack of 
knowledge, commitment, ignorance and complacency throughout certain 
sectors of the industry surveyed in respect of issues addressed by the 
research itself, with regards to the main problem and the sub-problems 
relative to the empirical findings. 
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5.2  ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE RESULTS OF THE 
EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
 
 
5.2.1   THE MAIN PROBLEM STATEMENT 
  
What OH&S model would improve and ensure the effectiveness of the 
OH&S inspectorate function in relation to the South African construction 
industry? 
 
The following section addresses the testing of the seven hypotheses and their 
respective sub-sections. Each hypothesis is presented individually with the 
aim of obtaining and correlating conclusive evidence from the findings in order 
to test each hypothesis. The first hypothesis is presented:  
 
5.2.2 HYPOTHESIS 1 
 
The inspectorate is not effective in terms of the: 
 
•   execution of their duties; 
 
•   adequacy of the number of inspections carried out; 
 
•   identification of the root causes of fatalities, and  
 
•   issues addressed during inspections. 
 
The nine aspects presented in the table below, relate to Hypothesis one. 
 
  
 TABLE 5.1:  Analysis of results to test hypothesis one    
 
   *nd = not determined 
Analysis of results to test the hypothesis Aspect 
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Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate in terms 
of conducting their duties 
2.80** x x   4 
Competence of DoL in terms of 
construction knowledge and skills 
2.84** x x   6 
Frequency of DoL Inspectors visiting sites 2.26** x x   1 
Effectiveness of DoL Inspectors conducting 
‘blitz’ inspections 
 3.06*** x  x  8 
Appropriateness of the checklists used by 
the DoL Inspectorate during inspections 
 3.13*** *nd  x  9 
Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in 
terms of enforcing legislation 
2.72** x x   3 
DoL Inspectorate contribution to 
improvement in organisations OH&S 
performance 
2.64** x x   2 
Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate in terms 
of assuring OH&S  
2.82** x x   5 
Significance of DoL Inspectorate relative to 
accident prevention in construction 
2.92** x x   7 
Total  8 7 2 0  
 **p-value < 0.05 
***p-value > 0.05 
 
Given that the majority of mean scores, barring two, are below the midpoint of 
3.00, it can be deduced that the DoL Inspectorate is not effective in terms of 
carrying out their duties. The two mean scores relative to: ‘Effectiveness of 
DoL Inspectors conducting ‘blitz’ inspections’ (3.06), and ‘Appropriateness of 
the checklists used by the DoL Inspectorate during inspections’ (3.13) 
respectively, are marginally  > 3.00. Table 5.1 indicates that the hypothesis is 
supported in terms of seven of the nine related aspects, with two being 
‘inconclusive’ and none as ‘not supported’.   
 
Therefore, the first hypothesis is supported. 
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5.2.3 HYPOTHESIS 2   
 
The role fulfilled by the OH&S inspectorate is inadequate in terms of: 
 
•   inspections are ineffective as a means of assuring OH&S; 
 
•   accident prevention is ineffective in construction, and  
 
•   legislation does not engender OH&S performance. 
 
 
 TABLE 5.2:  Analysis of results to test hypothesis two    
 
   *nd = not determined 
Analysis of results to test the hypothesis Aspect 
O
ve
ra
ll 
m
ea
n 
sc
or
e 
R
ev
ie
w
 o
f  
Li
te
ra
tu
re
 
H
yp
ot
he
si
s 
su
pp
or
te
d 
In
co
nc
lu
si
ve
 
H
yp
ot
he
si
s 
no
t 
su
pp
or
te
d 
R
an
k 
Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate in terms 
of conducting their duties 
2.80** x x   4 
Frequency of DoL Inspectors visiting sites 2.26** x x   1 
Effectiveness of DoL Inspectors conducting 
‘blitz’ inspections 
  
3.06*** 
x  x  6 
Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in 
terms of enforcing legislation 
2.72** x x   3 
DoL Inspectorate contribution to 
improvement in organisations OH&S 
performance 
2.64** x x   2 
Significance of DoL Inspectorate relative to 
accident prevention in construction 
2.92** x x   5 
Total  5 5 1 0  
 **p-value < 0.05 
***p-value > 0.05 
 
Given that the majority of mean scores, barring one, are below the midpoint of 
3.00, it can be deduced that the role fulfilled by the OH&S inspectorate is 
inadequate.  The   mean score relative to: ‘Effectiveness of DoL Inspectors 
conducting ‘blitz’ inspections’ (3.06), is marginally higher. 
  
Table 5.2 indicates that mean scores relative to five of the six aspects support 
the hypothesis, with one being ‘inconclusive’ and none as ‘not supported’.  
 
Therefore, the second hypothesis is supported. 
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5.2.4 HYPOTHESIS 3.   
 
 
The inspectorate is ineffective as a means of assuring OH&S.  
 
 
 TABLE 5.3:   Analysis of results to test hypothesis three    
 
   *nd = not determined 
Analysis of results to test the hypothesis Aspect 
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Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate in terms 
of assuring OH&S  
2.82** x x   1 
Total  1 1 0 0  
 **p-value < 0.05 
***p-value > 0.05 
 
Given that the mean score < 3.00, it can be deduced that the DoL 
Inspectorate is ineffective as a means of assuring OH&S. The mean score 
(2.82) and the p-value < 0.05 further substantiates the above statement.  
 
Therefore, the third hypothesis is supported. 
 
 
 
 191
5.2.5 HYPOTHESIS 4 
 
 
The inspectorate is ineffective relative to accident prevention in construction. 
 
      
 TABLE 5.4:  Analysis of results to test hypothesis four    
    
   *nd = not determined 
Analysis of results to test the hypothesis Aspect 
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Significance of DoL Inspectorate relative to 
accident prevention in construction 
2.92** x x    
Total  1 1 0 0  
 **p-value < 0.05 
***p-value > 0.05 
 
 
Given that the mean score < 3.00, the DoL Inspectorate is deemed to be 
ineffective in terms of accident prevention in construction (2.92).   
 
Therefore the fourth hypothesis is supported.  
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5.2.6 HYPOTHESIS 5   
 
 
Legislation does not engender OH&S performance. 
   
 
Table 5.5 indicates the mean score of 2.72 is < 3.00, substantiating that 
legislation does not engender OH&S performance.  
 
Therefore, the fifth hypothesis is supported. 
 
  TABLE 5.5:   Analysis of results to test hypothesis five    
 
   *nd = not determined 
Analysis of results to test the hypothesis Aspect 
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Effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate in 
terms of enforcing legislation 
2.72** x x   1 
Total  1 1 0 0  
 **p-value < 0.05 
***p-value > 0.05 
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5.2.7 HYPOTHESIS 6   
 
There is a need for an OH&S inspectorate accreditation system.  
 
 TABLE 5.6:  Analysis of results to test hypothesis six   
    
   *nd = not determined 
Analysis of results to test the hypothesis Aspect 
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Support for DoL accreditation system 
based on contractors OH&S performance 
3.72 x x   1 
Total  1 1 0 0  
 **p-value < 0.05 
***p-value > 0.05 
 
Given that the mean score of 3.72 is > 3.00, there is support for the 
implementation of an accreditation system based on contractors OH&S 
performance.  
 
Therefore the sixth hypothesis is supported.  
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5.2.8 HYPOTHESIS 7   
 
There is a need for an OH&S inspectorate incentive scheme. 
 
 TABLE 5.7:   Analysis of results to test hypothesis seven    
 
   *nd = not determined 
Analysis of results to test the hypothesis Aspect 
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Support for the implementation of an 
incentive scheme which recognises a 
reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities 
4.17 x x   1 
Total  1 1 0 0  
 **p-value < 0.05 
***p-value > 0.05 
 
Given that the mean score of 4.17 is > 3.00, it is evident that there is  major 
support for the implementation of an incentive scheme which recognises a 
reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities.  
 
Therefore, the seventh hypothesis is supported. 
 
The following section clarifies the concept the Simple Sample t-test as used to 
confirm the support for the Hypothesis.   
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5.3 SINGLE SAMPLE t-TEST 
 
The single sample t-test is used to test whether a sample mean value is 
statistically significantly different from a specified value. In the present 
situation the midpoint value of the five-point scale is three. The researcher 
settled on the mean values that were significantly less than three which 
pointed towards acceptance of the research hypotheses as ‘not effective’.  
 
In performing the t-tests, the null hypothesis in each instance determined was 
that the mean was equal to three and the alternative was that the mean was 
less that three. If a sample mean was equal to three or higher than three, the 
test was not performed since the research hypothesis of ‘not effective’ was 
automatically rejected. 
 
When a t-test is performed, a t-value and a corresponding p-value is 
calculated. A p-value less than 0.05 indicated that the sample mean is 
significantly less than three, at the 5% level of significance.  
   Table 5.8 indicates each aspect correlating to the hypothesis with mean score 
   deriving the t-value as well as the p-value. 
 
TABLE 5.8: Results obtained from the t-test of all Aspects 1-15 in Table 4.5 
 
Aspect Mean t-value p-value 
1* 2.58 -7.476 0.0000 
2* 2.88 -1.834 0.0340 
3* 2.36 -7.218 0.0000 
4 2.91 -0.824 0.2061 
5 3.15 - - 
6* 2.60 -6.199 0.0000 
7* 2.67 -5.091 0.0000 
8 3.20 - - 
9* 2.78 -3.301 0.0006 
10 3.68 - - 
11 4.13 - - 
12* 2.50 -6.576 0.0000 
13 2.92 -1.622 0.0531 
14* 2.62 -6.752 0.0000 
15* 2.87 -2.024 0.0220 
*p-values less than 0.05 
 
It is notable that the mean presented in Table 5.8 represents the actual 
weighted mean score which takes into account the different sample sizes. The 
mean presented in Table 4.5 is the average of all the mean scores.  
 197
Therefore, it is possible that there could be a slight discrepancy between the 
mean scores presented in Table 4.5 and Table 5.8. 
 
The p-value, as shown in the above table, < 0.05 indicates that the 
corresponding mean score is significant (at 5%) < 3.00, which concludes that 
the hypothesis is supported.  
 
The following chapter introduces the proposed new normative model 
developed to improve the effectiveness of the DoL Inspectorate. The model is 
presented and discussed in detail. 
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CHAPTER 6:  PROPOSED MODEL FOR THE DoL OH&S INSPECTORATE  
 
6.1   INTRODUCTION   
 
According to Hermanus (1999: 25) it is indisputable that South Africa needs to 
overhaul its OH&S system. The evidence is unequivocal. Inconsistencies in 
policy, law and approach as well as organisational discontinuities represent 
formidable obstacles to developing a consistent approach to OH&S in South 
Africa.  New requirements contained in the OH&S and MHS Acts to adopt a 
systems approach, address OH&S, involve workers, and apply risk 
assessment techniques have further complicated matters as individual 
inspectors interpret these provisions differently.  
 
Currently there is no DoL OH&S Inspectorate model per se.  Repeated 
requests by the researcher to the DoL Inspectorate locally and nationally, for 
an outline of the current OH&S model were fruitless.  The only information 
obtained was in the form of literature as presented in Table 2.5.  This merely 
explains the structure of the DoL in the South African context.  Furthermore, 
the researcher travelled to the DoL Inspectorate offices in Pretoria to obtain 
information of the current structure, but to no avail.  
 
The supposed functions of the DoL Inspectorate are primarily to enforce 
legislation by conducting inspections and investigation.  From the findings of 
this study, it is evident that these functions are not being conducted 
effectively.  Other functions include liaising, and promoting OH&S in a 
proactive manner, the identification of contractor contraventions and the 
prosecution of offenders. 
 
The question is thus posed: Does the DoL Inspectorate not need to overhaul 
its current departmental OH&S framework? One of the primary objectives of 
this study was to develop a normative model that will effectively suit the needs 
of the DoL OH&S Inspectorate. The normative model is introduced and 
discussed in the following sections: 
 
The preceding chapters examined the broad features of the current DoL 
Inspectorate framework in South Africa in terms of, historical background, 
 199
statistics, OH&S policy, global trends in OH&S Inspectorates, and other 
salient OH&S features.  The purpose of this chapter is to formulate, discuss, 
and introduce the proposed DoL Inspectorate OH&S model for use by the 
South African DoL OH&S Inspectorate. 
 
The proposed integrated model is developed from the guidelines of existing 
theories which were reviewed in the literature study in Chapter 2 as well as 
from issues identified, and emanating from the findings in the empirical study 
in Chapter 4. Provided in this chapter is an illustration in tabular format of the 
process line contained in the integrated OH&S model. The process is 
discussed in detail highlighting the respective issues, aspects, stakeholders, 
interventions, outputs, outcomes, direct impact as well as indirect impact 
evolved. 
 
6.2    PROPOSED NORMATIVE OH&S INSPECTORATE MODEL 
 
Hermanus (1999: 6) cites the ILO (1998) stating that co-operation between 
workers, employers and government in the elaboration and implementation of 
OH&S measures at the national or regional level is common in a significant 
number of countries. With reference to the above statement, it is notable that 
the DoL is also a branch of the government in South Africa. 
 
Based on the above, the main thrust behind the development of the model is 
the lack of interventions in the past and that historically H&S matters in the 
construction industry have been perceived as the contractors’ problem. 
However, research and experience have contributed to the realisation that 
clients, project mangers, designers and other related stakeholders influence 
H&S.  Given that all project stakeholders influence and contribute towards 
construction H&S, the model is based and developed for implementation by 
the DoL, engaging all relevant stakeholders, with the premise of placing 
emphasis on improving the effectiveness of the DoL OH&S Inspectorate.    
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The model is discussed in this chapter and the model unfolds in the following 
sequence: 
 
• basis for the model; 
• the model flowchart; 
• the proposed DoL Inspectorate model; 
• elements constituting the model;  
• validation of the model, and 
• summary of the validation of he model. 
 
6.3    BASIS FOR THE MODEL 
 
In developing the model, the aim was to provide a structured systematic 
process through which the DoL Inspectorate can adopt and realise crucial 
OH&S issues and aspects. The scope and content of the model needs to be 
deliberated within a number of contexts.  
 
The National Constitution constitutes the first tier of legislation that impacts 
OH&S in that it ensures the right of all citizens of the country to a healthy and 
safe environment. The OH&S Act and the COID Act represent the second tier 
of legislation. The OH&S Act requires contractors to inter alia, train and inform 
workers of OH&S hazards and to conduct risk assessments of prescribed 
work. The third tier of legislation includes regulations, which specify special 
actions and where necessary the employer is involved and required to 
conduct environmental studies and to arrange for medical surveillance.     
 
Within the OH&S context, the model outlines the various tasks of the 
Inspectorate. In turn, it should be noted the task of the inspector is not only 
policing construction sites and advising on OH&S issues but also instituting 
prosecutions against offenders. The Inspector’s training should be in the field 
of construction and construction OH&S, therefore he / she is not expected to 
be a legal expert nor an advocate. 
 
Concurrent with the introduction of Inspectorate systems, particular aspects of 
enforcement efforts should also be strengthened. The DoL requires a broader 
range of powers to enable more flexibility in its enforcement actions. It also 
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requires better information to target construction related areas. Most of all it 
requires additional human resource appointments. 
 
Literature reviewed in the preceding chapters also highlight the continuing 
trend internationally which is to replace prescriptive regulations that specified, 
methods of working and minimum standards with performance based 
legislation that set broad performance objectives and imposes a set of general 
guidelines.  Based on this initiative the proposed model outlines these broad 
performance objectives in detail.  
 
6.4 THE MODEL FLOWCHART  
 
Figure 6.1 presents the model in the form of a flowchart and clarifies how the 
elements of the DoL OH&S Inspectorate model relate to each other and the 
flow between. The findings of the survey of the literature confirmed by the 
findings of the empirical survey constitute the research findings. 
 
The research findings enabled the identification of the issues that are 
problematic and require attention, inter alia:  liaison and promotion; 
recognition; investigations; competency; partnering, culture; enforcing 
legislation, and image.   
 
The identification of the issues resulted in the identification of the related 
aspects linked to each issue. The aspects identified are inter alia: awareness, 
and communication as an element of liaison and promotion; accreditation 
rating and incentive scheme as elements  of recognition; knowledge, skills, 
experience, qualification and assessment as elements of competency; 
collaboration as an element of partnering; purpose, mission, values, vision, 
goals, and assumptions as elements of culture; checklists and inspections as 
elements of enforcing legislation, and stakeholders’ perceptions of the DoL 
Inspectorate as an element of image. 
 Identification of ‘issues’ 
Research findings 
 
Aspects relative to 
‘issues’ 
Stakeholders linked to 
aspects 
Interventions / actions 
relative to stakeholders 
Outputs arising from 
interventions / actions 
Outcomes arising from 
outputs 
Direct 
impact 
Indirect 
impact 
 
Review 
   
   
   
 F
  E
  E
  D
  B
  A
  C
  K
 
 
FIGURE 6.1: Flowchart sequence of the DoL Inspectorate model  
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The aspects identified enabled the identification of the affected or relevant 
built environment and other stakeholders.  After identification of the 
stakeholders as presented in Table 6.1, the requisite interventions / actions 
that need to be implemented were identified.     
 
The common outputs arising from the interventions include: optimum criteria; 
revised OH&S culture; OH&S presentations, OH&S publications, presenting 
papers, attending conferences, and OH&S articles; assessment of 
performance; benchmarking; reporting, and assessment of competency. 
 
The outputs in turn will realise various outcomes inter alia: an appropriate 
OH&S culture; the realisation of optimum inspections; a positive perception of 
the DoL Inspectorate; the realisation of processes inclusive of H&S criteria; 
empowered inspectors;  benchmarking;  accreditation rating, and differential 
categorization. The outcomes in turn will have either a direct or indirect 
impact.  
 
The direct impact includes, inter alia: committed stakeholders; increased 
OH&S awareness; more focused inspections; enhanced or reduced status; 
willingness of stakeholders to engage with the DoL Inspectorate, and optimum 
inspections and advice.  
 
The indirect impact includes, inter alia: improved H&S performance; an 
increased understanding of the holistic role of H&S; a better understanding of 
legislation; improved stakeholder benefits; more productive human resources, 
and an overall improved H&S performance. Given that all issues and aspects 
presented in the model are implemented correctly, an improvement in OH&S 
Inspectorate performance and the OH&S performance of the industry would 
be realised to the benefit of the construction industry and the built 
environment, stakeholders, and as a whole to the workforce in general. 
 
In summation, Figure 6.1 presents the model diagrammatically and Table 6.1 
the contents of the model in detail.  
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6.5   THE PROPOSED DoL INSPECTORATE MODEL 
 
TABLE 6.1:   Proposed DoL OH&S Inspectorate Model (Part 1) 
 
Issue LIAISON AND PROMOTION 
Aspect • Awareness: 
• Construction H&S 
• Synergy 
• Constitution 
• OH&S Act 
• Construction and other 
Regulations 
• Compensation for 
Occupational Injuries and 
Diseases Act (COID) 
• Communication 
Stakeholder • Secondary Schools 
• Tertiary Institutions 
• Built Environment Councils 
• Voluntary Associations 
• Employer associations 
• Employee associations 
• South African National  Standards 
• Construction Education and 
Training Authority 
• Compensation Commissioner 
• Federated Employers Mutual 
Assurance Company Limited 
• Engineering Council of South 
Africa 
• Construction Industry Development 
Board 
• National Ports Authority 
• Clients 
• Client Appointed H&S Agents  
• Project managers 
• Designers 
• H&S Consultants 
• Contractors 
• Subcontractors 
• Manufacturers  
• Suppliers 
• Unions 
• Employee associations 
Intervention / Action • OH&S Presentations 
• Authoring DoL publications 
• Authoring articles 
• Presenting papers at OH&S 
Conferences 
• OH&S Presentations 
• Authoring DoL publications 
• Authoring articles 
• Presenting papers at OH&S 
Conferences 
Output • OH&S presentations 
• OH&S publications 
• Articles 
• Presenting papers 
• OH&S presentations 
• OH&S publications 
• Articles 
• Presenting papers 
Outcome • Exposure of stakeholders to OH&S • Exposure of stakeholders to 
OH&S 
Direct impact • Increased awareness • Increased awareness 
Indirect impact • Understanding of the holistic role of 
H&S 
• Understanding of legislation 
• Understanding of the holistic 
role of H&S 
• Understanding of legislation 
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TABLE 6.1:   Proposed DoL OH&S Inspectorate Model (Part 2) 
 
Issue RECOGNITION INVESTIGATIONS 
Aspect •  Accreditation rating • Incentive Scheme • Process 
Stakeholder • Clients 
• Client Appointed H&S 
Agents  
• Project managers 
• Designers 
• H&S Consultants 
• Contractors 
• Subcontractors 
• Manufacturers  
• Suppliers 
• Clients 
• Client Appointed H&S 
Agents  
• Project managers 
• Designers 
• H&S Consultants 
• Contractors 
• Subcontractors 
• Manufacturers  
• Suppliers    
• Clients 
• Client Appointed H&S 
Agents  
• Project managers 
• Designers 
• H&S Consultants 
• Contractors 
• Subcontractors 
• Manufacturers  
• Suppliers    
Intervention / 
Action 
•  Assessment relative to 
established criteria, 
inter alia: 
 
• Leading 
Indicators: 
• H&S 
Management  
     System 
• H&S Policy 
• H&S Education 
and Training 
• H&S Induction 
• Safe working 
procedures 
(Contractors) 
• HIRAs 
(Designers) 
• H&S 
Specifications   
       (Clients) 
 
•  Trailing  
    Indicators: 
• Fatality rate 
• DIIR    
              
• Review accreditation • Inspections 
• Review documents 
• Inquiries 
 
Output • Assessment of 
performance 
• Benchmark • Report 
 
Outcome • Accreditation rating • Categorisation • Prosecute / Do not 
prosecute 
Direct impact • Enhanced / reduced 
status 
• Focused inspections • Penalty or 
Imprisonment / Nil 
Indirect 
impact 
• Pre-qualification 
• Registration 
• Stakeholder benefits • Loss of resources / 
Nil  
 
 
TABLE 6.1:   PROPOSED DoL OH&S INSPECTORATE MODEL (PART 3) 
 
  1 = ND (Building) and B Tech (Constr Man) specializing in H&S, or BSc (Constr Studies) and BSc (Hons) (Constr Man); Senior or Area Inspectors 
       should complete an MSc (Built Environment) specializing in Construction H&S Management 
 
Issue COMPETENCY 
Aspect • Knowledge •  Skills •  Experience   • Qualifications • Assessment 
Stakeholder • DoL Inspectors • DoL  Inspectors • DoL  Inspectors • DoL  Inspectors 
 
 
• DoL  Inspectors 
 
Intervention / 
Action 
• Tertiary Education1 
• Continuing 
Professional 
Development (CPD) : 
• Conferences 
• Seminars 
• Workshops 
• Tertiary Education 1 
• Training  
• Continuing 
Professional 
Development (CPD) : 
• Conferences 
• Seminars 
• Workshops 
• Tertiary Education 1  
• Secondment to 
contractors 
• Mentoring 
 
• Tertiary Education1 
• Minimum B Tech 
     (Constr Man)  
     specializing in H&S  
• Attendance of H&S 
relevant courses 
• Assessment of  
Professional 
Competency (APC) 
Output • Optimum inspector • Optimum inspector • Optimum inspector • Optimum inspector • Assessment of  
     competency 
Outcome • Empowered inspector • Empowered inspector • Empowered inspector • Empowered inspector • Benchmark 
Direct impact • Optimum inspections / 
advice 
• Optimum inspections / 
advice 
• Optimum inspections / 
advice 
• Optimum inspections / 
advice 
• Practice /  Re-train 
Indirect impact • Improved H&S 
performance 
• Improved H&S 
performance 
• Improved H&S 
performance 
• Improved H&S 
performance 
• Productive / Non-
productive human 
resources 
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 Issue PARTNERING CULTURE ENFORCING LEGISLATION IMAGE 
Aspect • Collaboration • Purpose: Sustainability of the 
construction industry 
• Mission: To continually increase the 
level of commitment to OH&S 
• Values: Employers are customers  
• Vision: Every employer committed to 
H&S 
• Goals: Paradigm shift by  employers 
• Assumptions: A change in DoL 
approach will result in a paradigm 
shift by employers 
• Checklists •  Inspections •  Stakeholders’  
    perception of the DoL  
    Inspectorate 
Stakeholder • Department of Public 
Works (DPW) 
• Construction Industry 
Development Board 
(CIDB) 
• Built Environment 
Councils 
• Voluntary Associations 
• DoL Inspectors 
 
• Clients 
• Client Appointed H&S 
Agents (CAH&SAs) 
• Project managers 
• Designers 
• Contractors 
• Manufacturers 
• Suppliers 
• Clients 
• Client Appointed H&S 
Agents (CAH&SAs) 
• Project managers 
• Designers 
• Contractors 
• Manufacturers 
• Suppliers 
• Clients 
• Client Appointed H&S 
Agents (CAH&SAs) 
• Project managers 
• Designers 
• Contractors 
• Manufacturers 
• Suppliers 
Intervention / 
Action 
• Inclusion of H&S in 
registration criteria / CPD 
/ Accreditation 
• Deliberate the components of OH&S 
culture 
• Focused inspections 
• ‘Blitz’ inspections 
• Investigations 
• Site / Facility 
inspections 
• Review documents 
• Interventions relative to 
other issues and aspects 
Output • Optimum criteria • Revised OH&S culture • Assessment of 
performance 
• Report 
• Improvement, / 
Contravention / 
Prohibition notice 
• Optimum practices 
Outcome • Processes inclusive of 
H&S criteria 
• Appropriate OH&S culture •  Optimum inspection • Nil / Action required • Positive perception of the 
DoL Inspectorate 
Direct Impact • Committed stakeholders • Attractive to all stakeholders 
     
• Optimum advice • Project proceeds / 
Stops 
• Willingness of employers 
to engage DoL 
Inspectorate  
Indirect Impact • Improved H&S 
performance 
• Improved H&S performance • Improved H&S 
performance 
• No implication / 
Resources idle  
• Improved H&S 
performance 
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6.6 ELEMENTS CONSTITUTING THE MODEL 
 
In conjunction with the preceding chapters that provided theories and 
empirical findings the purpose of this section is to discuss in detail the 
elements that constitute the proposed DoL OH&S Inspectorate model. This 
section begins with the introduction of the key issues identified. It is 
recommended to the DoL Inspectorate that attention be paid to the key issues 
constituting the basis for a successful DoL implementation process.   
 
In order to serve the underlying purpose of the study, namely, the 
development of a model to improve the effectiveness of the DoL OH&S 
Inspectorate, the model process commences with a description of the 
elements identifying firstly, the issues, the aspects, the stakeholders involved, 
the interventions / action needed, the output achieved, the outcomes 
expected, as well as the direct and indirect impact realised. Within this 
context, the following eight key issues are presented and the content is 
discussed in detail.  
 
6.6.1  Liaison and Promotion 
 
Previous chapters have discussed the principles of enforcement by 
Inspectorates, but what do they really mean in practice? DoL commitment 
must be demonstrated by the most effective means. The issue of liaison and 
promotion is important. Verbal and non-verbal communication governs our 
personal relationship with the outside world. Until a reliable form of telepathy 
is developed, whatever message we want to send or receive to others has to 
be by means of gesture and appearance. Occasionally there can be conflicts 
between the forms of the message.  
 
The DoL Inspectorate should attempt to create a sense of awareness to all 
stakeholders interacting within the construction industry fraternity. To this end, 
the aspect of awareness and communication form an integral part of liaison 
and promotion.  The DoL Inspectors need to make the stakeholders aware of 
construction H&S in its entirety.  
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According to Smallwood (2000) the Associated General Contractors of 
America defines synergism as “The interaction of different entities so that 
combined effect is greater than the sum of individual efforts.” There needs to 
be synergy between the DoL and all the stakeholders for optimum OH&S 
performance.   
 
Furthermore, people need to be made aware of the constitution and the rights 
afforded to each individual person. The National Constitution constitutes the 
first tier of legislation that impacts on OH&S. Without knowledge of the 
Constitution, it is fruitless to implement OH&S effectively.  
 
Following on from the Constitution, people also need to be made aware of the 
OH&S Act, the Construction Regulations, and the COID Act which form the 
basis of all rules and regulations governing and affecting OH&S legislation in 
South Africa.   
 
In the model the various stakeholders are identified. It is proposed that the 
DoL Inspectorate target and interact with secondary schools, tertiary 
institutions, built environment councils, voluntary associations, employer 
associations, employee associations, and various other stakeholders as 
shown in the model, in order to promote awareness. It is also notable that 
relative to this initiative, the aspect of communication would be associated 
with clients, client appointed H&S agents, project managers, designers, H&S 
consultants, contractors, subcontractors, manufacturers, and suppliers.  
 
This awareness can be in the form of OH&S presentations, authoring DoL 
publications, authoring articles, as well as presenting papers at OH&S 
conference.    
 
Resulting from this type of interaction, various outputs in the form of OH&S 
presentations, OH&S publications, articles, and presenting papers would be 
realised. This outcome would be beneficial in the long term to the industry 
relative to OH&S, as this would increase the exposure of stakeholders to 
OH&S. The end process determine, that there would be a direct impact in the 
form of increased awareness, as well as an indirect impact on the 
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understanding of the holistic role of H&S. Finally, the stakeholders would have 
a better understanding of legislation affecting the construction industry.  
 
6.6.2 Recognition 
 
The following issue identified is recognition.  Two further aspects of 
recognition are identified in the form of an Accreditation rating, and an 
Incentive scheme. From the findings obtained in Chapter 4, it is evident that 
the majority of respondents overwhelmingly support the need for establishing 
an accreditation as well as an incentive scheme which would recognise and 
promote OH&S efforts respectively, with the intention of reducing injuries and 
fatalities. 
 
The rationale for an accreditation system is for stakeholders to be recognised 
for their OH&S efforts.  Relative to accreditation, the clients, client appointed 
H&S agents, project managers, H&S consultants, contractors, subcontractors, 
manufacturers, and suppliers are the stakeholders identified to interact with 
which the DoL Inspectorate.  
 
Similarly, the stakeholders mentioned above would be targeted by the DoL 
Inspectorate relative to the establishment and implementation of an incentive 
scheme. According to literature, there appears to be different opinions on the 
basis of assessment on which incentive schemes should be grounded. At 
best, research findings tend to support the notion that incentives may 
contribute towards improved OH&S performance.   
 
In terms of recognition, the principle intervention identified is the need for 
assessment relative to established criteria.  The criteria proposed constitute 
inter alia: leading and trailing indicators. Leading indicators include inter alia: 
H&S management, H&S policy, H&S education and training, H&S induction, 
safe working procedures relative to contractors, hazard identification risk 
assessment relative to the designers, and H&S specifications relative to the 
clients.  
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Trailing indicators include the fatality rate, and the disabling injury incidence 
rate (DIIR). Furthermore, recognition and specifically in terms of incentive, the 
review of the accreditation is further identified as an intervention. 
 
Relative to the issue of recognition and the aspect of accreditation, the output 
envisaged would be the assessment of performance, while the outcome would 
realise an accreditation rating.  Furthermore, the output realised would be the 
establishment of a benchmark, which in turn would lead to categorization.  
 
The direct impact for an accreditation rating would result in either an 
enhanced or reduced status, while the indirect impact would lead to pre-
qualification and registration. Alternatively relative to incentive, the direct 
impact of an incentive scheme would lead to more focused inspections. The 
indirect impact would be beneficial for the stakeholder. 
 
6.6.3 Investigations 
 
An integral part of the proposed model is the issue of investigations. The 
principle of accident investigation entails a large amount of detail and time. 
From the view-point of prevention, the purpose of an investigation and 
subsequent report is to establish whether a recurrence can be prevented, or 
its effects lessened, by the introduction of safeguards, procedures, training 
and information, or any combination of these.  
 
An aspect of investigations is that a process needs to be followed 
encapsulating all stakeholders of the construction discipline, such as, clients, 
client appointed H&S agents, project managers, designers, H&S consultants, 
contractors, subcontractors, manufacturers, and suppliers. Part of the 
process, and specifically relative to interventions, it is necessary that DoL 
inspectors conduct inspections effectively, reviewing documents, which lead to 
a formal inquiry.  As an output of the process, and for all purposes the report 
which emerges from the investigation must provide answers to questions in 
detail.  
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Furthermore, evidence emanating from the report determines the outcome, 
which categorically implicates whether to prosecute or not to prosecute, based 
on the evidence gathered.   
 
This has a direct impact as to whether a penalty or imprisonment needs to be 
sanctioned or alternatively no sanction needs to be imposed. In the event of 
prosecution, or penalty and imprisonment, this indirectly leads to a loss of 
resources, albeit, human, or financial.  
 
6.6.4 Competency 
 
St John Holt (2001: 43) states that it is a central feature of the DoL 
Inspectorate, that all inspectors must be competent.  Furthermore, the author 
states that the regulations specify that certain steps must be taken to ensure 
that only competent duty holders be selected. No person should be employed 
to conduct work unless the person is competent.  
 
Relative to the above statement, the issue of competency comprises five 
aspects namely knowledge, skills, experience, qualifications and assessment 
which were identified from literature and the empirical findings. Each aspect is 
individually discussed.   
 
The first aspect encompasses knowledge respective to the DoL inspectors. 
Knowledge needs to be acquired by firstly, intervening and engaging at 
tertiary education level.  A Grade 12 certificate is inadequate, and it is 
proposed that DoL inspectors have a minimum of a tertiary qualification. As 
illustrated in the model on page 205, an inspector has various options in 
selecting and enrolling for various courses in the construction field specializing 
in H&S.   
 
Secondly, as a further intervention it is proposed that DoL inspectors engage 
in continuing professional development, by attending conferences, seminars, 
and workshops which will enable the inspectors to stay abreast of latest 
developments in H&S.  Additional qualifications, regular attendance of 
conferences, seminars, workshops, as well as networking with relevant 
stakeholders would improve the competency of an inspector.  The outcome of 
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such realisations have further benefits in that inspectors are empowered with 
additional knowledge and skills. 
 
Furthermore, such realisations have a direct impact in that the inspectors 
would conduct quality inspections and would be able to give professional 
advice. Overall, and indirectly, this improved H&S performance has benefits 
for the construction industry relative to OH&S. Judging by the findings and 
general remarks obtained in this study this appears not to be the realisation, 
and therefore is recommended for implementation by the DoL Inspectorate. 
 
The second aspect encompasses skills relative to the DoL inspectors.  
Similarly, under the umbrella of knowledge, and in this particular instance the 
Dol Inspectors also need to acquire skills. As mentioned above, knowledge, 
and similarly, skills are acquired by engaging with a tertiary institution. It is 
proposed that not only theoretical aspects be attended to but also the 
attendance of practical training courses albeit, internal or external training. A 
further possibility is the outsourcing of training to registered training providers, 
specialists in the field of OH&S.     
 
Such actualisation would result in an optimum inspector who would be 
empowered, and would be able to conduct optimal inspections and effectively 
conduct his / her duties. This would ultimately and indirectly ensure an 
improvement in H&S performance. 
 
The third aspect encompasses the aspect of experience. As a stakeholder, it 
is proposed in the model that the DoL inspectors are expected to have 
experience, and specifically construction OH&S experience. An inspector 
needs to have the knowledge of construction methods, materials and 
techniques to be able to identify hazards when they exist.  Furthermore they 
need to be able to relate to their customers and stakeholders. As a proposed 
intervention, DoL inspectors would have various options such as, firstly, 
improving their qualifications by enrolling at, and attending classes at a tertiary 
institution.   
 
Secondly, a further option would be to be seconded to a contractor with the 
aim of gaining practical site experience.  An advantage would be that aspects 
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of construction would be visible on a construction site. Hazards would also be 
identifiable. Alternatively, a further option proposed would be mentoring.  The 
junior inspector could be seconded to a senior inspector who would mentor 
the inspector in various aspects of construction OH&S.  
 
The fourth aspect encompasses qualifications relative to the DoL inspectors. 
As previously mentioned in aspect one, it is proposed that DoL inspectors 
have a minimum qualification of a National Diploma. Subsequent to an 
inspector obtaining a National Diploma, it is recommended that an inspector 
further his / her qualification by enrolling for a B Tech (Constr Man) degree 
specializing in H&S.  
 
It is also proposed that Senior or Area inspectors should complete an MSc 
(Built Environment) specialising in Construction H&S Management. It is also 
recommended that inspectors raise their level of competency by continually 
attending additional relevant H&S courses.   In summation, the ultimate 
intervention / resolution would be to have an optimum inspector who is 
capable and competently empowered.  Consequently, this would result in an 
inspector who would be confident in conducting optimum inspections and be 
able to give professional advice on OH&S.  All aspects collectively placed 
together would ultimately culminate in an improved H&S performance. 
 
The final aspect relative to competency is identified as assessment. Given the 
assumption that inspectors have a qualification, further opportunities exist for 
an inspector to register for an (APC) with a professional OH&S body. The 
inspector after a certain period of time is entitled, after approval has been 
given by the respective council, to proceed and write a board exam. If 
successful the inspector would be regarded as competent in the specialist 
area of assessment.   
 
As an output of competency, this quantifies his / her competency of 
assessment. A further outcome would be his role in setting benchmarks 
relative to assessment principles and practices.   Consequently a direct impact 
of assessment would be for the inspector to practice his / her skills in the field.   
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In the event of not being successful, this would indicate a need for re-training, 
and subsequently result in non-productive human resources.  
  
6.6.5 Partnering 
 
Rowlinson and Matthews (1999:  11) concur that implementing the partnering 
concept in the construction environment provides an opportunity for the 
continuous improvement of OH&S performance.  They further cite the 
Construction Industry Institute (CII: 1991) who define partnering as “a long 
term commitment between two or more organisations for the purpose of 
achieving specific business objectives by maximising the effectiveness of 
each participant’s resources. This requires changing traditional relationships 
to a shared culture without regard to organisational boundaries. The 
relationship is based on trust, dedication to common goals, and an 
understanding of each other’s individual expectations and values.” 
 
Within the above context, this section addresses the issue of partnering 
arrangements in order to promote effective construction site OH&S.  It is 
therefore recommended that the DoL Inspectorate collaborate with 
stakeholders such as, the Department of Public Works (DPW), The 
Construction Industry Board Development Board (CIDB), the Built 
Environment Councils (BEC), as well as with voluntary Associations.  
 
Partnering has the potential to address a number of current issues in the 
OH&S process with the inclusion of H&S in the registration criteria, and as 
well in CPD and accreditation. This would in turn result in optimum criteria 
leading to processes inclusive of H&S criteria. The direct impact would be 
committed stakeholders ultimately resulting in an improved H&S performance.  
 
6.6.6 Culture 
 
Literature reviewed in chapter 2 (Table 2.1) identified the upstream - 
downstream sequence  Culture occurs at the upstream end which influences 
management systems, which may or may not result in exposure, which may or 
may not result in incidents at the end point.  
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In the proposed model the issue of OH&S culture is enveloped by various 
aspects such as purpose, mission, values, vision, goals, and assumptions. 
Unpacking these aspects, it is observed that the OH&S purpose of the DoL 
Inspectorate is to constantly contribute to the sustainability of the construction 
industry and in terms of the mission to continually to continually increase the 
level of commitment to OH&S of all stakeholders.   
 
From the findings presented in Chapter 4 this does not appear to be the case 
in South Africa at the moment. Furthermore, a paradigm shift in culture needs 
to be made relative to the values of the DoL Inspectorate, where employers 
are to be treated as customers. According to literature the vision of the DoL 
should facilitate a paradigm shift by the employers, assuming that a change in 
the DoL approach will result in a paradigm shift by employers towards an 
improvement in OH&S. One of the interventions required would be to 
deliberate the components of OH&S, revising  OH&S culture, resulting in a 
more appropriate OH&S culture.   The direct impact derived from such an 
intervention would be attractive to all stakeholders ensuring improved H&S 
performance.    
 
6.6.7 Enforcing Legislation 
 
At the base of the proposed normative model is the issue of legislation and the 
manner in which it should be enforced, and should be perceived as the rules 
and regulations which have to be adhered to. Furthermore, the issue of 
enforcing legislation is divided into two aspects, namely, checklists and 
inspections.  It is generally perceived that inspections should be based on a 
positive approach seeking to establish what is acceptable and what is not. Too 
often the ‘inspection’ process has a negative implication associated with fault 
finding. Some common system should be followed for every inspection to 
ensure that everything relevant has been addressed. Checklists can be used, 
and an adequate reporting system must be present so that record is made of 
what needs attention. For any inspection, knowledge of what is being 
observed is required, and also knowledge of applicable Acts, regulations, and 
codes of practice needs to be adhered to.  
 
 217
Systems must be followed to ensure that all relevant matters have been 
considered, and an adequate reporting system should be in place so that 
remedial actions necessary can be implemented and feedback in the form of 
results needs to be available for the offending party. From findings recorded in 
the preceding chapters, this does not appear to be the case in South Africa.  
 
In the proposed model the two aspects of enforcing legislation are presented, 
namely, checklists and inspections. The checklists are applicable to the 
stakeholders identified, inter alia:  the clients, client appointed H&S agents, 
project managers, designers, contractors, manufacturers, and suppliers. It is 
envisaged that the stakeholders intervene positively by conducting more 
frequently focused inspections, ‘blitz’ inspections, as well as investigations.  
A positive output would then be an assessment of performance, 
complimenting an optimum inspection.  With the recorded information 
available on the checklists, the DoL inspectors would be able to directly offer 
optimum advice, whilst indirectly there would be an improved H&S 
performance. 
 
Similarly, the inspections aspect would be relevant to the stakeholders 
identified, inter alia:  the clients, client appointed H&S agents, project 
managers, designers, contractors, manufacturers, and suppliers. The 
intervention / action taken by DoL inspectors would be inspections conducted 
relative to site / facility, as well as reviewing relevant documentation. Following 
the inspection, a report would be generated informing the party of any 
infringement which could lead to the issuing of an improvement, 
contravention, or prohibition notices. The outcome would be either that no 
action be taken, where the project would proceed as per normal, or in the 
case of infringement, action would then be taken, resulting in the project being 
halted, and that resources remain idle.   
 
6.6.8 Image 
 
The final issue identified in the proposed model is image.  Judging from the 
findings and general remarks obtained in preceding chapters, it appears that 
the image of the current South African DoL Inspectorate is very poor.  
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Remarks such as amongst others:  ‘Do they exist?’ ‘No site contact’, 
‘Inspectors must be trained in construction OH&S’, ‘DoL Inspectorate is very 
under-staffed’, ‘Pathetic personnel who do not understand construction’ are 
very disturbing and the image portrayed is dreadful. The question is often 
posed: How can the image of the DoL Inspectorate be improved?  
 
The proposed model identifies the process recommended to improve the 
image of the DoL whereby, the DoL needs to actively engage various 
interventions involving and relative to other issues and aspects mentioned 
throughout this chapter.  This would lead to DoL inspectors realizing optimum 
practices and portray a positive perception of the DoL Inspectorate. There 
needs to be a concerted effort by the DoL Inspectorate to produce a 
willingness on the part of employers to engage with the DoL Inspectorate. The 
end result is likely to be an improved H&S performance and overall image.  
 
6.7   VALIDATION OF THE MODEL 
 
A survey was conducted amongst stakeholders in order to validate the model 
presented in Table 6.1. A total of 17 stakeholders representing various 
organisations relative to OH&S in the Built Environment, and subject experts 
in their particular field were asked to respond to the survey.   
 
The following stakeholder representatives were sent questionnaires:  
 
• 2 representatives from the DoL; 
• 3 OH&S consultants;  
• 2 OH&S representatives from a contracting organisations; 
• 1 representative from the South African Institute of Architects; 
• 1 occupational OH&S consultant; 
• 1 representative from the KZN-MBASA; 
• 1 representative from the Association of Construction Health and Safety 
Management (ACHASM); 
• 1 representative from the Health and Safety Executive; 
• 1 representative from the Federated Employers Mutual Assurance 
Company Limited; 
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• 1 representative from the South African Council for Civil Engineers; 
• 1 OH&S representative from the Coega Development Corporation; 
• 1 representative from COSATU, and 
• 1 representative from the Construction Industry Development Board.  
 
A total of 9 respondent stakeholders’ questionnaires with remarks and 
comments were received.  9 respondents included positive remarks and 
comments contained in their questionnaires. 2 respondent indicated that he 
was unable to respond.  The following questions were posed in the 
questionnaire (Annexure 8):  
 
Question 1:  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent 
do you support the proposed model to improve the effectiveness 
of the OH&S Inspectorate? 
Question 2:  On a scale of strongly disagree to strongly agree, to what extent 
do you support the issues contained in the proposed model?  
Question 3:  On a scale of strongly disagree to strongly agree, to what extent 
do you support the aspects contained in the proposed model?  
Question 4:  On a scale of strongly disagree to strongly agree, to what extent 
do you support the interventions / actions contained in the 
proposed model?  
 
Table 6.2 presents a summary of the results with percentage responses as 
well as the mean score. 
 
 TABLE 6.2:  Mean scores obtained from the model validating  
                      survey  
Question No. No. 
responses 
% 
response 
Mean 
score 
1                 9             53  4.67 
2                 9             53  4.33 
3                 9             53  4.67 
4                 9             53  4.56 
 
Question 5 was a general open ended question posed as follows: 
 
Question 5:  Please comment briefly on the structure of the proposed model 
for the DoL OH&S Inspectorate. 
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The following comments were received from the respondents: 
 
• “The structure is more or less in line with what the DoL is currently 
engaged in hence I am in strong agreement with it. What has been noted 
in the model has been identified by DoL through its own research into 
where the inspectors need to be developed and a strategy on how it will 
need to move forward (holistically) in order to achieve the desired results. 
What is missing is an industries programme of action on how it will 
achieve the desired results.”; 
• “The structure of the DoL / OH&S Inspectorate model looks very solid 
and should be very well received by the DoL. However, I do believe that 
personally leading your model and interacting with the DoL is what is 
going to deliver the desired results in reality.”; 
• “I think this would be beneficial in increasing DoL credibility in industry.  I 
however think that awareness should be tiered according to levels of 
accreditation. Therefore it may be helpful to look at developing inspection 
criteria that detail what the Inspectorate will be looking for and publish 
this up-front for different operations (this could range from basic 
compliance to trend setting). Obviously this would lead to the 
development of an incentive programme.”; 
• “I think legal training is also a requirement, lacking in the model.”; 
• “Great effort. The inspector will be a specialist in Construction Activities 
only. More emphasis should be placed on interpretation of statutes as an 
additional short course to the main tertiary qualification.”; 
• “Structure is well developed and implementation on primary level should 
be manageable. Difficulty will probably be found on non-structural level 
and success will depend on the competency of the facilitator / manager. 
Seen as a whole, this model has the capabilities to have a major impact 
on the service levels of the DoL.”, and  
• “It will be a major challenge to change the mindset of current 
stakeholders within he industry. In the long term it is bound to have a 
positive impact on OH&S within the industry.” 
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6.7.1 Summary of the Validation of the Model 
 
Table 6.2 presents the mean scores based upon the percentage responses 
relative to the five-point scale. Given that the mean scores are all > 4.20 ≤ 
5.00, between support and strong support / strong support for the model can 
be deemed to exist.  Furthermore, 6 positive remarks and comments reinforce 
the quantitative findings in the form of the mean scores. 
  
In conclusion the model is validated. 
 
6.8 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
In summary, preceding chapters outlined local and global tendencies relative 
to OH&S in the construction industry. Statistics and literature reviewed and 
empirical findings obtained from respondent stakeholders, indicate that 
construction OH&S in South Africa is not healthy. Furthermore, it is evident 
that the South African DoL Inspectorate has a very poor credibility rating.  The 
findings also confirm that the DoL Inspectorate is not effective in conducting 
their duties relative to construction.  
 
An attempt was made to deliberate and focus on the needs of the DoL 
Inspectorate and its function in the context of OH&S in construction. The aim 
of this chapter was firstly; to introduce the proposed normative model 
developed outlining the main issues identified. The model outlined the process 
that needs to be followed including, inter alia:  the corresponding aspects, 
stakeholders involved, interventions / action that need to be taken, the outputs 
and outcomes that may be realised as well as the possible direct and indirect 
impacts of each individual issue. Ultimately, improved H&S performance can 
be realised.  
 
The model is therefore proposed to be used by the South African DoL OH&S 
Inspectorate. 
 
The following and final chapter presents the conclusions and 
recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 7:  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
7.1     SUMMARY OF THE SALIENT FINDINGS 
 
Relative to the hypotheses the study is summarised as follows: 
 
• The DoL Inspectorate is not effective in terms of executing their duties; 
• The number of inspections / ‘blitz’ inspections conducted by the DoL 
Inspectorate is inadequate; 
• The number of inspections / ‘blitz’ inspections conducted by the DoL 
Inspectorate is infrequent; 
• The DoL Inspectorate is not effective in terms of identifying the root 
cause of fatalities; 
• The DoL Inspectorate is not effective in terms of addressing issues 
during inspections;  
• The DoL Inspectorate is not fulfilling its role of reducing the consistently 
high fatality and injury rate in construction; 
• The DoL Inspectorate is not effective as a means of assuring OH&S; 
• The DoL Inspectorate is not effective relative to accident prevention in 
construction; 
• The DoL Inspectorate does not assess legislation relative to best 
practice in construction; 
• There is a need for an OH&S accreditation system, and 
• There is a need for an OH&S Inspectorate incentive scheme. 
 
7.2 GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 
 
The purpose of this chapter was to draw final conclusions emanating from the 
survey of the literature and the empirical study.  The empirical findings 
contribute the most to the conclusions drawn. 
 
The growing overlap between OH&S policy, environmental policy and general 
public H&S concerns, is an issue that warrants attention. In the UK and the 
USA there is a substantive degree of institutional and policy coherence 
existing in respect of OH&S, and the need for overarching policy dealing with 
risk assessment, and management overall, has become evident. In the South 
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African context, given the preponderance of policy issues and extent of 
restructuring of the public sector, it is unlikely that policy makers will opt for a 
radical process of OH&S reform relative to the DoL.    
 
OH&S and environmental concerns originating in other countries particularly 
in Europe and North America have the potential to affect South Africa.  South 
African institutions and policy makers should track developments in other 
countries and become conversant with issues pertinent to South Africa and 
possibly participate in international deliberations over changes in policy and 
standards.  
 
Judging from the findings obtained in this study it appears that there is a 
distinct need for change in the South African DoL Inspectorate. The proposed 
model presented in Chapter 6 also verifies the need for reform and a 
paradigm shift to accommodate the need for present day OH&S challenges. 
 
According to Machida (2005: 29) national systems are infrastructures which 
provide the main framework for the implementation of national programmes 
on OH&S. In turn, one of the main aims of national programmes in OH&S 
should be to strengthen national systems for OH&S.   
 
For the competent authority it is not sufficient to establish OH&S legislation 
and to make arrangements for its enforcement.  While tripartite collaboration, 
inspection and enforcement are essentially vital components of any national 
OH&S system, there is a need to develop other elements of the system 
covering specific functions, within, or in collaboration with key stakeholders 
such as labour Inspectorates.  These aspects are constituted in the proposed 
integrated DOL Inspectorate model.  The aforementioned author, further 
deliberates that although national systems for OH&S can vary from one 
country to another they should have many elements in common. 
 
According to Gaspers (2003: 27) while reducing its regulatory agenda and 
moving towards voluntary compliance in may areas OSHA has become less 
like a ‘big brother’ and more like a ‘father figure.’  
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The strategy to focus more of OSHA’s resources towards compliance leaves 
many states ready to take on the role of legislating OH&S issues. Could this 
not be a possible route to follow in the South African context? 
 
Relative to enforcement, the main objective is to stimulate compliance with OH&S 
legislation and to ensure that a good standard of protection is maintained. 
Assessment of the quality of OH&S management is a very important element in 
the DoL Inspectorate’s approach to inspection. Organisations are obliged by law to 
set out their OH&S policies and are increasingly encouraged to define and monitor 
their management systems. DoL Inspectors are trained in how to assess 
management systems in the form of audits. From the findings it is notable that 
these actions are not being successfully implemented in the South African context. 
 
Equitable practical and consistent enforcement can be achieved by ensuring 
that actions required are proportionate to the risk and the consequences of 
non-compliance. Actions include: benchmarking and sharing of ‘best practice’ 
approaches; developing strategic approaches based on proactive targeting, 
risk assessment and innovative sanctions’ and publicising enforcement 
policies. Furthermore, effective incentives are required to encourage 
workplaces to focus on prevention and reduce the significant costs of OH&S 
injury and disease.  
 
7.3 SPECIFIC CONCLUSIONS  
 
Based on the survey of the literature and the empirical findings, it generally 
appears that the South African DoL Inspectorate is not effective in conducting 
their duties. Contractors, clients, designers and various other relevant 
stakeholders have a particularly important role to play in eliminating and 
reducing hazards and risks.   
 
Various OH&S activities account for a significant proportion of fatal and major 
injuries. However, it appears that inspection of these activities is not being 
conducted by competent inspectors knowledgeable of the construction 
industry and its activities.  
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The following conclusions are presented: 
 
• There appears to be a need for an intervention strategy for construction, 
which sets higher aims and objectives of pro active interventions relative to 
OH&S by the DoL Inspectors, in a manner which will encourage the 
construction industry to deliver on the project targets set and through 
revitalising the OH&S initiative;   
 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to adopt a policy of better liaison and 
promotion with stakeholders and intermediaries relative to issues on a 
national level which will maximise the impact and success of OH&S;  
 
• The new Construction Regulations have also placed revised duties on 
clients, designers, principal contractors and other relevant stakeholders 
intended to secure a greater commitment to the effective planning, 
resourcing and management of OH&S on construction sites throughout the 
project construction period. These duties need to be effectively correlated 
by the DoL Inspectorate before the construction phase begins;  
 
• Inspection programmes need to be identified and more site visit 
inspections need to be conducted during the total duration of the physical 
construction phase. Visiting a site at the beginning and at the end is not 
sufficient. Additional focused as well as ‘blitz’ inspections need to be 
conducted on construction sites on a regular basis;  
 
• In recognising that the South African construction workforce is constituted 
by a diverse mix of races, cultures and socio-economic groups, with 
different needs in terms of training, education and support, successful 
OH&S delivery requires the development of closer links with trade unions, 
and related stakeholders in conjunction with the DoL Inspectorate which 
will help to secure a healthier and safer working environment. Continual 
training appropriate to the level and needs of workers needs to be 
conducted; 
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• The DoL Inspectorate needs to embark on an OH&S programme which will 
help to deliver a cultural change and effect a paradigm shift in the 
construction industry as a whole, by maintaining a high enforcement profile 
in respect of prosecutions and the serving of prohibition, contravention, 
and improvement notices addressing non-compliance by management. 
The prosecuting courts need to revise their sanctioning structure in order 
penalise offenders more stringently caused by serious infringements. As 
commonly stated ‘ignorance is no excuse for the law’ ; 
 
• A further notable concern identified in the findings which appears to impact 
on South African state programme implementation, is the financial / current 
staff shortages facing the DoL Inspectorates. This shortage needs to be 
urgently addressed as a matter of priority to alleviate the problem of OH&S 
strategy intervention and investigation; 
 
• Based on the degree of concurrence relative to various findings, there 
appears to be a lack of construction related competence encompassing, 
inter alia: adequate knowledge, skills, construction experience, 
qualifications and assessment capabilities amongst DoL Inspectors. 
Furthermore, within the competency framework, the DoL Inspectorate 
should conduct focused inspections relative to construction OH&S, OH&S 
specifications and liaise with design practices to determine the extent of 
design hazard identification and risk assessment at an early stage;  
 
• A further notable finding is that the majority of stakeholders, including the 
DoL Inspectors unanimously agree that there is a need for the 
implementation of an OH&S incentive scheme which would motivate, 
encourage, and recognise a reduction in injuries and fatalities in the 
construction industry;  
 
• It is apparent in the findings that the majority of stakeholders are in 
accordance with the introduction of an OH&S accreditation system which 
would recognise OH&S effective and competent organisations in the 
construction sector;  
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• There is a need to encourage the workers to adopt a culture of OH&S 
excellence and a zero tolerance approach, which ultimately, would reduce 
injuries and fatalities within the South African construction industry;  
 
• Relative to the findings the majority of the respondents agreed that the quality 
of checklists used during inspections is adequate.  However, there is no 
clarity if different checklists are being used for different stakeholders. A 
sample copy of a generic checklist and a construction checklist used by the 
current DoL Inspectorate is attached in Annexure 7; 
 
• In the current DoL Inspectorate framework there is no evidence of any sort 
of partnering and collaboration. As previously mentioned partnering can 
play a role in assuring and improving H&S performance; 
 
• The findings indicate that the DoL Inspectorate inspectors are resorting to 
written correspondence in terms of enforcing action. However, this is contrary 
to the general stakeholder results obtained whereby, general remarks and 
comments indicate that no action is being taken by the DoL inspectors.  It is 
also notable from the findings that the stakeholders perceive the DoL 
inspectors as not following up on visits or pending correspondence;   
 
• DoL inspectors rate accident investigations as the aspect of most importance, 
followed by general compliance and better practice beyond compliance. 
Furthermore, in terms of improving construction OH&S, the DoL inspectors rate 
investigations, enforcement and inspections at the current methodology / 
strategy impacting most. So, why do the findings indicate to the contrary? and 
 
• Judging from the findings and general remarks obtained in preceding chapters, it 
appears that the image of the current South African DoL Inspectorate is very poor 
and non-existent.  
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7.4 RECOMMENDATIONS RELATIVE TO THE RESEARCH 
 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to be more effective in terms of executing 
their duties; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to increase the number of focused / ‘blitz’ 
inspections to construction sites, manufacturing premises, and suppliers 
on a more regular basis; 
• The number of focused / ‘blitz’ inspections need to be conducted more 
frequently on a ‘surprise’ basis; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to appoint a task team to investigate the 
root causes of injuries and fatalities; 
• Recent OH&S statistics need to be available and be kept on record for 
statistical purposes. These updated OH&S statistics must be available 
for all stakeholders to observe; 
• The DoL Inspectors need to be knowledgeable and competent in terms 
of addressing issues during inspections; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to fulfil its role of reducing the consistently 
high fatality and injury rate in construction; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to be effective as a means of assuring 
OH&S; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to be effective relative to accident 
prevention in construction; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to assess legislation in partnership with 
other stakeholders relative to ‘best practice’ in construction;  
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to establish the formation of an 
accreditation system relative to construction OH&S; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to establish the formation of an incentive 
scheme relative to construction OH&S; 
• There needs to be an OH&S policy review by the DoL Inspectorate; 
• There needs to be equitable practical and consistent enforcement 
conducted by the DoL Inspectorate in South Africa; 
• There is a need for an intervention strategy for construction which sets 
higher aims and objectives for pro active intervention relative to OH&S;  
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to adopt a better policy of liaison and 
promotion with stakeholders and intermediaries; 
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• Principal contractors and other relevant stakeholders need to increase 
their focus on the revisions of the Construction Regulations in relations to 
the DoL Inspectorate; 
• There needs to be increased support to the construction workforce 
relative to Education and Training. More structured internal and external 
courses need to be implemented; 
• There needs to be increased support for the DoL inspectors relative to 
Education and Training and attendance of OH&S related courses;  
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to embark on an OH&S cultural programme 
to deliver and affect a paradigm shift in the construction industry as a 
whole; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to address the severe staff shortage 
problem by appointing additional competent inspectors nationwide; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to obtain an increased financial budget so 
that new OH&S related systems can be implemented; 
• The DoL inspectors need to be competent in construction related 
matters, by possessing adequate knowledge, skills, experience, 
appropriate qualifications, and adequate assessment capabilities; 
•  The DoL Inspectorate needs to encourage the construction industry 
workforce to adopt a culture of OH&S excellence and a zero tolerance 
approach; 
• The format of the checklists needs to be revised to accommodate all 
stakeholders in the OH&S process. There needs to be a separate 
checklist for each stakeholder; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to actively engage in partnering and 
collaboration initiatives; 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to revise its database of participants in the 
industry; 
• It is recommended that the DoL inspectors resort to more accurate forms 
of correspondence when enforcing action. A more accurate 
recordkeeping system relative to correspondence needs to be 
implemented, and 
• The DoL Inspectorate needs to seriously change its image. 
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7.5  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
• It is recommended that a study be conducted to develop an effective 
structure of a construction related OH&S accreditation system which 
recognises a reduction in injuries and fatalities; 
•  A study should be conducted to develop an effective structure of a 
construction related OH&S incentive scheme which rewards 
organisations for their OH&S efforts; 
• Partnering has been identified as a shortcoming in this study. Research 
should be conducted to identify how the DoL Inspectorate can 
collaborate with various relevant stakeholders and improve OH&S 
performance in the construction industry; 
• Further research is required to test the acceptability, viability, and 
sustainability of the implementation of this proposed DoL Inspectorate 
model to the DoL, and 
• The establishment and monitoring of the successful implementation of a 
national network of OH&S support centres could be investigated. 
 
7.6 CLOSURE 
 
The quote attributable to Hinze (1997: 201) “Working on a project without 
establishing a strong safety culture is like holding a dead man’s hand.“ 
provides a suitable closure to this study.  
 
OH&S performance is increasingly prominent on the agendas of many 
organisations. Several powerful factors contribute towards this trend. The 
construction industry has not had a good OH&S record and faces tough legal 
and financial penalties for breaches of the law. A positive change of attitudes 
among all players in the construction industry is vital. What is needed is to 
embed these vital factors as morals and values and as part of all that the 
construction industry does, and not to regard them merely as optional extras 
where time allows. 
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ANNEXURE 1  
 
 
 
 
      PHASE 1 
 
 
 
 
COVERING LETTER 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE – GENERAL CONTRACTORS / CONSULTANTS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Pilot Study: Contractor Questionnaire: 
 
Q.1:    Please identify your stakeholder group. 
 
Table 1:  Total number of contractor responses. 
Category  No. Percent (%) 
Contractor 17 89.4 
Subcontractor 1 5.3 
Contractor & subcontractor 1 5.3 
Total 19 100.0 
 
Q. 2:   Please indicate the total number of employees in your organisation: 
 
Table 2:  Total number of employees in organisation 
Number (%) Category 
11 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 50 51 - 100 101 - 150 151 - 300 > 500 
Building 15.7 15.7 10.5 15.7 21.0 15.8 5.3 
 
Q.3: Please indicate how many people are employed in your organisation in the 
 following categories.  
 
Table 3:   Number of employees in organisation in the following categories 
 Number (%) 
 
Category 
1 2 - 5 6 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 50 > 50 
3.1 Top management  21.1  68.4     0.0      5.3      0.0      0.0 
3.2 Middle management    5.3  52.6   21.1      5.3      0.0       5.3 
3.3 Artisans  31.6    0.0   42.1    15.7      0.0      5.3 
3.4 Skilled labourers    0.0    5.2   42.1    21.1      5.3      5.3 
3.5 Semi-skilled labourers    0.0  15.8   26.3    10.5    10.5    21.1 
3.6 Unskilled labourers    0.0    5.2   31.6    15.8      0.0    47.3 
 
Q. 4:   Is your organisation aware of the policy and procedures of the DoL OH&S 
 Inspectorate? 
 
Table 4:  Aware of policies by organisation  
                       Aware of policy Category 
     Unsure        Yes          No 
Building        10.6        89.4          0.0 
 
Table 5:   Aware of procedures by organisation  
                 Aware of procedures Category 
     Unsure        Yes           No 
Building        15.8        84.2           0.0 
 
Q. 5:   On a scale of 1 (very ineffective) to 5 (very effective), how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting their duties? 
 
Table 6:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting their duties 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 21.1 15.7 15.7 36.8 10.5 0.0 2.63 
 
Q. 6:    On a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), rate the competency of the DoL 
 Inspectors in terms of construction OH&S knowledge and skills.  
 
Table 7:  Competency of the DoL Inspectors in terms of construction OH&S knowledge 
    and skills. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 21.1 5.2 31.6 21.6 21.6 21.6 2.78 
 
  
 
Q. 7:   Using the range below indicate the percentage of your organisation’s sites 
 subjected to inspections by the DoL inspectors during the period January to 
 December 2003.  
 
Table 8:  Percentage of sites subjected to inspections 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0%- 10% 10.1%-20% 
20.1%-
30% 
30.1%-
40% 
40.1%-
50% 
50.1%-
60% 
Building 0.0 73.7 5.2 5.2 0.0 10.6 5.2 
 
Q. 8:   Did the number of DoL inspections increase in 2003 relative to previous years?  
 
Table 9:   Increase in inspections relative to previous years 
      Increase in inspections Category 
 Unsure     Yes      No 
Building     36.9     21.0     42.1 
 
Q. 9:   Using the range below indicate the percentage of your organisation’s Sites 
 subjected to ‘blitz’ inspections by the DoL inspectors during the period 
 January to December 2003.  
.  
Table 10:  Percentage of sites subjected to ‘blitz’ inspections 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0%- 10% 10.1%-20% 
20.1%-
30% 
30.1%-
40% 
40.1%-
50% 
50.1%-
60% 
Building 0.0 89.4 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 
 
Q. 10:   Did the number of DoL ‘blitz’ inspections increase in 2003 relative to previous 
 years?  
 
Table 11:   Increase in ‘blitz’ inspections relative to previous years 
     Increase in inspections Category 
 Unsure     Yes      No 
Building     26.3     21.1     52.6 
 
Q. 11:   Using the range below indicate the percentage of your organisation’s sites 
 visited by the DoL inspectors during the period January to December 2003. 
 
Table 12:   Percentage of sites visited by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0%- 10% 10.1%-20% 
20.1%-
30% 
30.1%-
40% 
40.1%-
50% 
50.1%-
60% 
Building 0.0 79.0 10.6 0.0 5.3 0.0 5.3 
 
Q. 12:   How frequently does the DoL Inspectorate visit your sites?  
 
Table 13:  Frequency of DoL visiting sites 
Response (%) 
Never ……………...Very often  
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
MS 
Building 0.0 31.6 42.1 26.3 0.0 0.0 1.94 
 
Q. 13:   State the number of prohibition notices issued in relation to the number of 
 sites in your organisation by the DoL inspectors during the period January to 
 December 2003.  
 
Table 14:  Percentage of  prohibition notices issued by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0- 10 10-20 20-30 30-40 40-50 50-60 
Building 0.0 94.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 
  
 
 
Table 15:  Percentage of number of sites  
Number (%) Category 
0 2 4 6 8 10 >10 
Building 36.9 10.6 15.8    .0   5.2   0.0   5.2 
 
Q. 14:   State the number of contravention notices issued in relation to the number of 
 sites in your organisation by the DoL inspectors during the  period January to 
 December 2003. 
 
Table 16:  Percentage of  contravention notices issued by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0- 10 10-20 20-30 30-40 40-50 50-60 
Building 0.0 94.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 
Q. 15:   On a scale of 1 (most inappropriate) to 5 (most appropriate), how would you 
 rate the appropriateness of the checklists used by the DoL Inspectorate during 
 inspections? 
    
Table 17:  Appropriateness of checklists used by DoL. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Most 
Category Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
    MS 
Building 26.3 5.3 21.0 26.3 15.8 26.3 2.83 
 
Q. 16:   On a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), rate the DoL Inspectorate in terms 
 of OH&S liaison and promotion.  
 
Table 18:  DoL in terms of OH&S liaison and promotion. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
    MS 
Building 15.8 21.0 10.6 42.1 5.2 15.8 2.50 
 
Q. 17: On a scale of 1 (scarcely) to 5 (extensively), indicate the extent to which 
 aspects are addressed by the DoL inspectors during inspections.  
 
Table 19:  Aspects addressed by DoL inspectors during inspections (Building) 
     Scarcely…………Extensively            Aspects 
   1    2    3    4    5 
 MS 
17.1  OH&S 26.3 0.0 26.3  21.1    0.0 2.57 
17.2 Labour Relations 36.9 26.3 10.5    5.2    0.0 1.80 
17.3 Employment Equity 42.1 21.1 10.5    5.2    0.0 1.73 
17.4 Basic Conditions of Employment 26.3 21.1 15.8  10.5    0.0 2.14 
17.5 Unemployment Fund 31.5 10.5 21.1  15.7    0.0 2.26 
17.6 Compensation for Occupational Injuries and 
Diseases 
 
31.5 
 
5.2 
 
31.5 
 
 10.5 
  
   0.0 
 
2.26 
17.7 Skills Development  47.3 10.5 21.1    0.0    0.0 1.66 
   
Q. 18: On a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), rate the prevailing culture of the 
 DoL Inspectorate in terms of (morale, motivation and satisfaction).  
 
Table 20:  Prevailing culture of DoL Inspectorate. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 15.8 15.8 21.0 36.9 5.3 0.0 2.50 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Q. 19:   On a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support), to what extent do you 
 support the current framework of the DoL Inspectorate?  
 
Table 21:  Support for current framework 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 21.0 5.2 10.6 31.6 31.6 21.0 3.10 
 
Q. 20: On a scale of 1 (very ineffective) to 5 (very effective), rate the effectiveness of 
 the DoL Inspectorate in terms of enforcing legislation.  
 
Table 22:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of enforcing legislation. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 26.3 15.8 5.2 42.1 10.5 26.3 2.73 
 
Q. 21:   On a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support), to what extent do you 
 support some form of DoL accreditation system based upon contractors 
 OH&S performance? 
 
Table 23:  Support for accreditation system 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 15.7 5.2 21.0 31.6 26.3 15.8 3.73 
 
Q. 22:  On a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support), to what extent do you 
 support the implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a 
 reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities?   
 
Table 24:  Support for implementation of incentive scheme. 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 15.8 5.2 10.5 36.9 31.6 15.8 3.94 
 
Q. 23: On a scale of 1 (no) to 5 (major), have DoL inspections contributed to an 
 improvement in your organisation’s OH&S performance?  
 
Table 25:   Improvement in OH&S performance 
Response (%) 
Has not ……….......... ……Has 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
MS 
Building 5.2 42.1 0.0 36.8 10.5 0.0 2.22 
 
Q. 24: On a scale of 1 (sub-standard) to 5 (unequalled), how does South African OH&S 
 legislation rate relative to ‘best practice’?  
 
Table 26:  Improvement in OH&S performance 
Response (%) 
Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 26.3 0.0 10.5 47.3 10.5 0.0 3.0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Pilot Study: Consultant Questionnaire: 
 
Q. 1: Please identify your stakeholder group 
 
Table 27:  Total number of consultant responses. 
Category No. Percent 
(%) 
OH&S consultant 7 41.1 
Project manager 1 5.8 
SHE officer 6 35.4 
Engineer  1 5.8 
Other 2 11.9 
Total 17 100.0 
 
Q. 2:  Is your organisation aware of the policy and procedures of the DoL OH&S 
 Inspectorate? 
 
Table 28:  Awareness of policies by organisation  
        Aware of policy Category 
Unsure    Yes     No 
Consultants     5.9     70.6     23.6 
 
Table 29:   Awareness of procedures by organisation  
Aware of procedures  Category 
Unsure    Yes     No 
Consultants     5.9     58.9     35.2 
 
Q. 3. On a scale of 1 (very ineffective) to 5 (very effective), how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting their duties? 
 
Table 30:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting their duties 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
MS 
Consultants 0.0 5.9 41.1 29.4 17.6 5.9 2.76 
 
Q. 4.  On a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), rate the competency of the DoL 
 Inspectors in terms of construction OH&S knowledge and competencies.  
 
Table 31:  Competency of the DoL in terms of construction OH&S knowledge and skills 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 5.9 11.7 23.5 41.1 11.7 5.9 2.76 
 
Q. 5.  Did the number of DoL inspections increase in 2003 relative to previous 
 years?  
 
Table 32:   Increase in inspections relative to previous years 
       Increase in inspections Category 
  Unsure     Yes      No 
Consultants     47.0     35.2     47.0 
 
Q. 6.    Did the number of DoL ‘blitz’ inspections increase in 2003 relative to previous 
 years?  
 
Table 33:   Increase in inspections relative to previous years 
Increase in inspections Category 
 Unsure     Yes      No 
Consultants     29.4     47.0     17.6 
 
 
  
 
 
Q. 7.  On a scale of 1 (very ineffective) to 5 (very effective), rate the effectiveness of 
 the DoL Inspectorate in terms of conducting ‘blitz’ inspections?  
 
Table 34:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting ‘blitz’ inspections 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 0.0 5.9 17.6 35.2 29.4 5.9 3.12 
 
Q. 8. On a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), how would you rate the 
 appropriateness of the checklists used by the DoL Inspectorate during 
 inspections.  
 
Table 35:  Appropriateness of checklists used by DoL 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Most 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 29.4 0.0 17.6 17.6 29.4 0.0 3.12 
 
Q. 9.  On a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), rate the DoL Inspectorate in terms 
 of OH&S liaison and promotion.  
 
Table 36:  DoL in terms of OH&S liaison and promotion. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 5.9 5.9 35.2 29.4 17.6 0.0 2.68 
 
Q. 10. On a scale of 1 (very poor) to 5 (very good), rate the prevailing culture of the 
 DoL Inspectorate in terms of (morale, motivation and satisfaction).  
 
Table 37:  Prevailing culture of DoL. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 0.0 0.0 41.1 29.4 23.5 0.0 2.81 
 
Q. 11.  On a scale of 1 (least) to 5 (most), indicate the extent to which aspects are 
 addressed by the DoL inspectors during inspections.  
              
Table 38:  Aspects addressed by DoL inspectors during inspections (Consultants) 
     Scarcely…………Extensively            Aspects 
    1    2    3    4    5 
 MS 
11.1  OH&S    0.0 11.7  35.2  35.2    5.9 3.40 
11.2 Labour Relations    5.9 23.5  29.4  17.6  11.7 3.06 
11.3 Employment Equity    5.9 17.6  41.1  23.5    0.0 2.93 
11.4 Basic Conditions of Employment    5.9 11.7  41.1  23.5    5.9 3.13 
11.5 Unemployment Fund    0.0 29.4  35.2  23.5    0.0 2.93 
11.6 Compensation for Occupational  
Injuries and Diseases 
 11.6 11.7  23.5  29.4    0.0 2.78 
11.7 Skills Development     5.9 29.4  41.1  11.7    0.0 2.66 
 
Q. 12.  On a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support), to what extent do you 
 support the current framework of the DoL Inspectorate?   
 
Table 38:  Support for current framework 
Response (%) 
     Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 5.9 5.9 41.1 23.5 11.7 5.9 2.68 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Q. 13.  On a scale of 1 (very ineffective) to 5 (very effective), rate the effectiveness of 
 the DoL Inspectorate in terms of enforcing legislation.  
 
Table 39:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of enforcing legislation. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 0.0 5.9 64.7 17.6 11.7 0.0 2.35 
 
Q. 14. On a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support), to what extent do you 
 support some form of DoL accreditation system based upon contractors OH&S 
 performance.  
 
Table 40:  Support for accreditation system 
Response (%) 
     Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 5.9 0.0 0.0 29.4 47.0 17.6 3.82 
 
Q. 15.  On a scale of 1 (strongly oppose) to 5 (strongly support), to what extent do you 
 support the implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a 
 reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities?   
 
Table 41:  Support for implementation of incentive scheme. 
Response (%) 
      Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 5.9 0.0 0.0 17.6 29.4 47.0 4.23 
 
Q. 16. On a scale of 1 (no) to 5 (major), have DoL inspections contributed to an 
 improvement in OH&S performance?  
 
Table 42:   Improvement in OH&S performance 
Response (%) 
      Has not ……….......... ……Has 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 5.9 23.5 47.0 11.7 5.9 5.9 3.00 
 
Q. 17. On a scale of 1 (sub-standard) to 5 (unequalled) how does South African OH&S 
 legislation rate relative to ‘best practice’         
 
Table 43:  OH&S legislation relative to ‘best practice’ 
Response (%) 
     Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 11.7 5.9 23.5 47.0 11.7 11.7 2.76 
 
Q. 18.  Do you have regular interaction with the DoL OH&S Inspectorate? 
 
Table 44:   Interaction with DoL OH&S Inspectorate 
Regular interaction with 
DoL 
Category 
  Unsure    Yes    No 
Consultants      0.0    88.2   11.7 
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The Contractor Study (Phase 2) 
 
Q. 1.   Please identify your stakeholder group:  
 
Table 45:  Total number of contractor responses. 
Sector  No. Percent (%) 
Building 84 78.5 
Civil  23 21.5 
Total 107 100.0 
 
Table 46:  Total number of contractor responses in various categories 
Responses (%) Sector 
   General       
 contractor 
      Sub- 
contractor      Other 
Building        97.2          1.2 
Civil                       2.8         4.4         0.0 
 
Q. 2 Please indicate the number of employees in your organisation in various 
 categories: 
 
Table 47:  Number of employees in organisation in various categories 
Sector Number (%) 
 0 - 
10 
11 - 
20 
21 - 
30 
31 -  
50 
51 - 
100 
101 - 
150 
151 - 
300 
301 - 
500 
> 
500 
Building 5.6 10.7 10.7 20.2 21.4 7.1 8.3 4.8 10.8 
Civil 0.0 3.3 8.7 13.0 4.3 26.0 8.7 13.0 21.7 
 
Q. 3: Please indicate how many people are employed in your organisation in the 
 following categories. 
 
Table 48:   Number of employees in organisation in the following categories (Building) 
 Number (%) 
 
Category 
    1   2 - 5  6 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 50   > 50 
3.1 Top management  31.6  54.4   13.9      0.0       0.0       0.0 
3.2 Middle management  12.0  44.0   34.6      2.6       5.3       1.3 
3.3 Artisans    2.5  26.5   48.1      7.5       7.5       7.5 
3.4 Skilled labourers    1.3  20.5   53.4      4.1       6.8     13.7 
3.5 Semi-skilled labourers  21.9  39.7   15.0      0.0       5.4     17.8 
3.6 Unskilled labourers    2.4    8.6   25.9    17.2     17.2     28.4 
 
Table 49:  Number of employees in organisation in the following categories (Civil) 
 Number (%) 
 
Category 
1 2 - 5 6 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 50 > 50 
3.1 Top management    0.0  65.2     30.4       0.0       0.0       4.3 
3.2 Middle management    0.0  18.1     54.5       9.0       4.5     13.6 
3.3 Artisans    0.0  13.0     56.5     13.0       0.0     17.3 
3.4 Skilled labourers    0.0    0.0     30.4     39.1     17.3     13.0 
3.5 Semi-skilled labourers    0.0    0.0     33.3     19.0       9.5     38.1 
3.6 Unskilled labourers    0.0  14.2     14.2       0.0       4.7     66.6 
 
Q. 4.  Is your organisation aware of the policy and procedures of the DoL 
 Occupational Health and Safety (OH&S) Inspection Services?  
 
Table 50:   Awareness of policies by organisation.  
          Aware of policy Sector 
Unsure     Yes       No 
Building      13.1     76.2     10.7 
Civil        8.7     82.6       8.7 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Table 51:   Awareness of procedures by organisation  
Aware of procedures  Sector 
Unsure    Yes    No 
Building    13.1    73.8   13.1 
Civil      8.7    82.6     8.7 
 
Q. 5. On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting their duties?  
 
Table 52:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting their duties. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 13.4 10.9 26.8 29.3 15.9 3.7 2.74 
Civil 19.0 4.8 19.1 33.3 19.1 4.8 3.00 
 
Q. 6. On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the competency of the DoL 
 Inspectors in terms of construction OH&S knowledge and skills.  
 
Table 53:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of OH&S knowledge and skills. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 14.8 7.4 16.0 30.9 23.4 7.4 3.07 
Civil 19.0 4.7 14.3 52.3 0.0 9.5 2.95 
 
Q. 7.  Using the range below, indicate the percentage of your organisation’s sites 
 subjected to inspections by the DoL inspectors during the period January to 
 December 2005.  
 
Table 54:  Percentage of sites subjected to inspections by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Sector 
Unsure 0%- 10% 
11%-
20% 
21%-
30% 
31%-
40% 
41%-
50% 
51%-
60% 
61%-
70% 
71%-
80% 
81%-
90% 
91%-
100% 
Building 0.0 48.1 18.5 6.1 0.0 3.7 4.9 8.6 3.7 3.7 2.4 
Civil 0.0 30.4 21.7 8.7 17.3 8.7 0.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 4.3 
 
Q. 8.  Did the number of DoL inspections increase in 2005 relative to previous years?  
 
Table 55:   Increase in inspections relative to previous years 
Increase in inspections Sector 
Unsure    Yes      No 
Building   19.2   31.3    49.4 
Civil   18.2   13.6    68.1 
 
Q. 9  Using the range below, indicate the percentage of your organisation’s sites 
 subjected to ‘blitz’ inspections by the DoL inspectors during the period 
 January to December 2005.  
 
Table 56:  Percentage of sites subjected to ‘blitz’ inspections by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Sector 
Unsure 0%- 10% 
11%-
20% 
21%-
30% 
31%-
40% 
41%-
50% 
51%-
60% 
61%-
70% 
71%-
80% 
81%-
90% 
91%-
100% 
Building 0.0 61.0 14.6 4.9 2.4 7.3 1.2 3.6 3.6 1.2 0.0 
Civil 0.0 59.0 22.7 9.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 
 
  
 
 
Q. 10.   Did the number of DoL ‘blitz’ inspections increase in 2005 relative to previous 
 years?  
 
Table 57:  Increase in ‘blitz’ inspections relative to previous years 
   Increase in inspections Sector 
Unsure    Yes      No 
Building   19.5   29.2     51.2 
Civil   21.7     4.3     73.9 
 
Q. 11. Using the range below indicate the percentage of your organisation’s sites 
 visited by DoL inspectors during the period January to December 2005. 
 
Table 58:  Percentage of sites visited by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0%- 10% 
11%-
-20% 
21%-
30% 
31%-
40% 
41%-
50% 
51%-
60% 
61%-
70% 
71%-
80% 
81%-
90% 
91%-
100%
Building 0.0 50.6 21.0 6.1 2.4 3.7 4.9 2.4 6.1 2.4 0.0 
Civil 0.0 40.9 22.7 0.0 22.7 9.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 
 
Q. 12. How frequently does the DoL Inspectorate visit your sites?  
 
Table 59:  Frequency of DoL visiting sites 
Response (%) 
Never ……………...Very often  
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 2.3 19.0 38.1 23.8 14.2 2.3 2.42 
Civil 4.3 17.3 34.7 34.7 4.3 4.3 2.43 
 
Q. 13.   State the number of prohibition notices issued in relation to the number of 
 sites in your organisation by the DoL inspectors during the period January to 
 December 2005  
 
Table 60:  Percentage of  prohibition notices issued by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0- 10 10-20 
20-
30 
30-
40 
40-
50 
50-
60 
Building 0.0 86.2 8.7 2.5 1.2 1.2 0.0 
Civil 0.0 95.2 4.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 
Table 61:  Percentage of number of sites  
Number (%) Category 
0 2 4 6 8 10 >10 
Building 40.0 10.0 5.0 3.7 2.5 5.0 0.0 
Civil 40.9 9.0 9.0 4.5 4.5 0.0 0.0 
 
Q. 14: State the number of contravention notices issued in relation to the number of 
 sites in your organisation by the DoL inspectors during the period  January to 
 December 2003. 
 
Table 62:  Percentage of  contravention notices issued by DoL inspectors 
Number (%) Category 
Unsure 0- 10 10-20 20-30 30-40 40-50 50-60 
Building 0.0 72.5 16.2 5.0 3.7 2.5 0.0 
Civil 0.0 69.5 8.7 13.0 4.3 4.3 0.0 
 
  
 
 
Q. 15.  On a scale of most inappropriate to most appropriate, how would you rate the 
 appropriateness of the checklists used by the DoL Inspectorate during 
 inspections? 
 
Table 63:  Appropriateness of checklists used by DoL. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Most 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 28.5 3.5 14.2 25.0 19.0 9.5 3.16 
Civil 20.0 5.0 10.0 50.0 15.0 0.0 2.95 
 
Q. 16. On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the DoL Inspectorate in terms of 
 OH&S liaison and promotion.  
 
Table 64:  DoL in terms of OH&S liaison and promotion. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 20.4 7.2 32.5 20.4 15.6 3.6 2.75 
Civil 19.0 9.5 28.5 28.5 14.2 0.0 2.66 
 
Q. 17. On a scale of 1 (scarcely) to 5 (extensively), indicate the extent to which the 
 following aspects are addressed by the DoL inspectors during inspections.  
 
Table 65:  Aspects addressed by DoL inspectors during inspections (Building).  
      Scarcely…….…….Extensively            Aspects 
   1     2     3     4     5 
Unsure  MS 
17.1   OH&S 17.5   6.7 14.8 22.9 17.5 20.2 3.16 
17.2 Labour Relations 26.6 18.6 17.3   6.6   8.0 22.6 2.50 
17.3 Employment Equity 31.0 14.8 20.2   4.0   9.5 20.2 2.45 
17.4 Basic Conditions of  
Employment 
 
30.1 
 
15.0 
 
  8.2 
 
15.0 
 
  9.5 
 
21.9 
2.58 
17.5 Unemployment Fund 32.0 13.3 16.0   6.6 10.6 21.3 2.50 
17.6 Compensation for  
Occupational Injuries and  
Diseases 
 
 
29.3 
 
 
12.0 
 
 
18.6 
 
 
  6.6 
 
 
14.6 
 
 
18.6 
 
 
2.65 
17.7 Skills Development  37.3 14.6 16.0   5.3   6.6 20.0 2.29 
 
Table 66:  Aspects addressed by DoL inspectors during inspections (Civil).  
     Scarcely…….…….Extensively            Aspects 
   1     2     3     4     5 
Unsure  MS 
17.1   OH&S 11.1 33.3 22.2   5.5 22.2      5.5 2.94 
17.2 Labour Relations 26.3 42.1 10.5 10.5   0.0    10.5 2.15 
17.3 Employment Equity 42.1 21.0 10.5   5.2 10.5    10.5 2.21 
17.4 Basic Conditions of  
Employment 
 
38.8 
 
16.6 
 
16.6 
 
16.6 
 
  5.5 
 
     5.5 
 
2.33 
17.5 Unemployment Fund 31.5 10.5 26.3 10.5 10.5      5.2 2.57 
17.6 Compensation for  
Occupational Injuries  
and Diseases 
 
 
42.1 
 
 
10.5 
 
 
26.3 
 
 
  5.2 
 
 
10.5 
         
 
     5.2 
 
 
 2.31 
17.7 Skills Development  52.6 15.7 15.7   0.0   5.2  10.5  1.89 
 
Q. 18. On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the prevailing culture of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of (morale, motivation and satisfaction).  
 
Table 67:  Prevailing culture of DoL 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 28.6 8.3 17.8 22.6 15.4 7.1 2.95 
Civil 15.0 10.0 30.0 35.0 10.0 0.0 2.60 
 
  
 
 
 
Q. 19. On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the current framework of the DoL Inspectorate?   
 
Table 68:  Support for current framework 
Response (%) 
     Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 20.2 4.7 10.7 23.8 28.5 11.0 3.32 
Civil 22.7 0.0 13.6 27.2 22.7 13.6 3.50 
 
Q. 20.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of enforcing legislation.  
 
Table 69:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of enforcing legislation. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 22.6 9.5 20.2 15.4 22.6 9.5 3.02 
Civil 22.6 19.0 19.5 33.3 19.0 0.0 2.61 
 
Q. 21.  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support  some form of DoL accreditation system based upon contractors 
 OH&S performance? 
 
Table 70:  Support for accreditation system 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 16.6 1.1 5.9 11.9 42.8 21.4 3.77 
Civil 4.5 9.0 0.0 18.1 45.4 22.7 3.72 
 
Q. 22. On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a 
 reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities?   
 
Table 71:  Support for implementation of incentive scheme. 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 11.9 1.1 3.5   5.9 34.5 42.8 4.17 
Civil 4.3 0.0 4.3 17.3 21.7 52.1 4.21 
 
Q. 23 On a scale of no to major, have DoL inspections contributed to an 
 improvement in your organisation’s OH&S performance?  
 
Table 72:   Improvement in OH&S performance 
Response (%) 
Has not ……….......... ……Has 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 6.1 34.1 21.9 19.5 10.9 7.3 2.35 
Civil 0.0 34.7 21.7 39.1   4.3 0.0 2.13 
 
Q. 24 On a scale of sub-standard to unequalled how does South African OH&S 
 legislation rate relative to ‘best practice’?  
 
Table 73:  OH&S legislation relative to ‘best practice’ 
Response (%) 
Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 27.7 3.6 15.6 33.7 18.0 1.2 3.01 
Civil 27.2 4.5 4.5 59.0   4.5  0.0 2.90 
 
  
 
 
 
Q. 25  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of assuring OH&S?  
 
Table 74:  Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate assuring OH&S 
Response (%) 
Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building 12.0 13.2 34.9 20.4 10.8 8.4 2.66 
Civil 17.3 13.0 26.0 34.7   8.7 0.0 2.56 
    
Q. 26 On a scale of most insignificant to most significant, how significant is the DoL 
 Inspectorate relative to accident prevention in construction?  
 
Table 75:  Significance of DoL relative to accident prevention in construction 
Response (%) 
Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Building   9.7   9.7 25.6 28.0 14.6 12.2 2.93 
Civil 13.0 13.0 26.0 39.1   4.3   4.3 2.60 
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5.4    The Consultant Study (Phase 3) 
 
Q. 1   Please identify your stakeholder group:  
 
Table 76:  Total number of consultant responses. 
Category No. Percent 
(%) 
Engineer  1  1.8 
OH&S Cons (Generic)  12  21.8 
OH&S Cons (Construction)  5  9.0 
Insurer  1  1.8 
Quantity surveyor  1  1.8 
SHE officer  23  41.8 
Other  12  21.8 
Total  55  100.0 
 
Q. 2.  Is your organisation aware of the policy and procedures of the DoL 
 Occupational Health and Safety (OH&S) Inspection Services?  
 
Table 77:   Awareness of policies by organisation  
            Aware of policy Sector 
  Unsure      Yes      No 
Consultants      20.0     52.7    25.4 
 
Table 78:   Awareness of procedures by organisation  
         Aware of procedures  Sector 
  Unsure      Yes      No 
Consultants     21.8     47.2     23.6 
 
Q. 3.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting their duties?  
 
Table 79:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting their duties. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 7.2 16.3 38.1 30.9 3.6 1.8 2.35 
 
Q. 4.  On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the competency of the DoL 
 Inspectors in terms of construction OH&S knowledge and skills.  
 
Table 80:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of OH&S knowledge and skills. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 12.7 14.5 32.7 25.4 10.9 1.8 2.51 
 
Q. 5.  Did the number of DoL inspections increase in 2005 relative to previous years?  
 
Table 81:   Increase in inspections relative to previous years 
   Increase in inspections Sector 
Unsure    Yes      No 
Consultants     38.1    27.2      34.5 
 
Q. 6.  Did the number of DoL ‘blitz’ inspections increase in 2005 relative to previous 
 years?  
 
Table 82:  Increase in ‘blitz’ inspections relative to previous years 
Increase in inspections Sector 
Unsure    Yes      No 
Consultants     36.3   27.2     36.3 
 
 
  
 
 
Q. 7.   On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting ‘blitz’ inspections?  
   
Table 83:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting ‘blitz’ inspections. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 20.0 10.9 27.2 30.9 9.0 1.8 2.63 
 
Q. 8.  On a scale of very poor to very good, how would you rate the appropriateness 
 of the checklists used by the DoL Inspectorate during inspections.  
 
Table 84:  Appropriateness of checklists used by DoL. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Most 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 23.6 1.8 10.9 38.1 18.1 3.6 3.11 
 
Q. 9.  On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the DoL Inspectorate in terms of 
 OH&S liaison and promotion.  
 
Table 85:  DoL in terms of OH&S liaison and promotion. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 7.2 21.8 43.6 21.8 1.8 3.6 2.21 
 
Q. 10.  On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the prevailing culture of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of morale, motivation and satisfaction.  
 
Table 86:  Prevailing culture of DoL. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 14.5 12.7 43.6 21.8 5.4 1.8 2.40 
 
Q. 11.  On a scale of 1 (least) to 5 (most), indicate the extent to which aspects are 
 addressed by the DoL inspectors during inspections.  
 
Table 87:  Aspects addressed by DoL inspectors during inspections  
    Least……………….. …Most            Aspects Do not 
   1    2    3    4    5 
Unsure  MS 
11.1   OH&S  1.8 16.3 21.8 25.4  9.0 12.7  9.0  2.78 
11.2 Labour Relations  3.6  5.4 14.5 21.8  9.0 12.7  9.0  2.96 
11.3 Employment Equity  1.8  7.2 10.9 14.5 25.4  1.8  32.7  3.03 
11.4 Basic Conditions of  
Employment 
 
 1.8 
 
10.9 
 
12.7 
 
21.8 
 
18.8 
 
 5.4 
 
 25.4 
 
 2.94 
11.5 Unemployment Fund  7.2  7.2 18.8 12.7 10.9  3.6  34.5  2.83 
11.6 Compensation for  
Occupational Injuries and  
and Diseases 
 
 
 3.6 
 
 
 7.2 
 
 
16.3 
 
 
29.0 
 
 
10.9 
 
 
 5.4 
 
 
 23.6 
 
 
 2.90 
11.7 Skills Development   3.6 10.9 21.8 14.5  5.4  3.6  34.5  2.66 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q. 12.   On a scale of 1 (minor) to 5 (major), indicate the extent to which DoL inspectors 
 assess consultants’/ practitioners’ performance relative to construction OH&S.  
 
Table 88: DoL Inspectors assessing consultants’ / practitioners’ performance relative 
to construction OH&S 
     Minor ………………….... Major 
 
Aspects Do 
not    1    2    3    4    5 
Unsure MS 
12.1 Consultants’/ practitioners  
OH&S training 
 
  7.2 
 
  0.0 
 
14.5 
 
  5.4 
 
12.7 
 
 5.4 
 
  43.6 
 
2.64 
12.2 Effectiveness of the consultation 
process relative to OH&S 
    
  7.2 
  
 12.7 
  
16.3 
 
12.7 
   
  1.8 
   
 1.8 
       
  36.3 
 
2.55 
12.3 The documentation relative to the  
reduction of construction hazards  
during design  
    
 
 9.0 
  
 
 14.5 
  
 
12.7 
 
 
12.7 
   
 
  3.6 
   
 
 0.0 
       
 
  36.3 
 
 
2.52 
12.4 Hazard elimination or mitigation           
during design  
  
10.9 
  
 10.9 
  
12.7 
   
  9.0 
  
  9.0 
  
 0.0 
       
  36.3 
 
2.67 
12.5 The communication of information  
on design residual risks 
  
10.9 
   
 7.2 
  
16.3 
    
  7.2 
   
  5.4 
   
 1.8 
       
  40.0 
 
2.72 
12.6 Contributions to the project OH&S  
specification 
  
10.9 
  
 29.0 
  
34.5 
  
45.4 
 
50.9 
 
52.7 
       
  89.0 
 
2.58 
12.7 Hazard elimination or mitigation         
during construction 
    
 7.2 
    
 9.0 
    
  9.0 
  
12.7 
 
10.9 
   
 0.0 
       
  89.0 
 
2.80 
 
Q. 13.  On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (good), rate the effectiveness of the DoL inspectorate in 
 terms of enforcing action. 
         
Table 89:  Effectiveness of DoL inspectorate in terms of enforcing action   
      
         Poor. ……………Good 
 
Action Do 
not    1     2    3    4    5 
Unsure MS 
13.1  Verbal only    7.2 18.1  12.7 23.6 10.9  3.6    14.5  2.63 
Written (Letter, Site report)    9.0 14.5  23.6 18.1   9.0  1.8    16.3  2.52 13.2  
13.3 Pending further action (Follow up  
visits, Written responses from  
designers) 
  
 
 12.7 
 
 
27.2 
  
 
 14.5
 
 
12.7 
 
 
  5.4 
 
 
 1.8 
 
 
  14.5 
 
 
 2.21 
13.4 Possible / Likely Notices    9.0 23.6  14.5 18.1   9.0  1.8   16.3  2.41 
Q. 14.  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the current framework of the DoL Inspectorate?   
 
Table 90:  Support for current framework 
Response (%) 
    Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 10.9 16.3 20 23.6 16.3 5.4 2.72 
 
Q. 15.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of enforcing legislation.  
 
Table 91:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of enforcing legislation. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 9.0 10.9 41.8 23.6 9.0 1.8 2.47 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
Q. 16. On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support  some form of DoL accreditation system based upon contractors 
 OH&S performance.  
 
Table 92:  Support for accreditation system 
Response (%) 
     Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 18.1 1.8 10.9 18.1 30.9 18.1 3.53 
 
Q. 17.  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a 
 reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities?   
 
Table 93:  Support for implementation of incentive scheme. 
Response (%) 
      Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 5.4 1.8 1.8 12.7 25.4 50.9 4.24 
 
Q. 18.  On a scale of no to major, have DoL inspections contributed to an 
 improvement in OH&S performance?  
 
Table 94:   Improvement in OH&S performance 
Response (%) 
     Has not ……….......... ……Has 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 9.0 23.6 34.5 23.6 7.2 1.8 2.29 
 
Q. 19.  On a scale of sub-standard to unequalled how does South African OH&S 
 legislation rate relative to ‘better practice’? 
 
Table 95:  OH&S legislation relative to ‘best practice’ 
Response (%) 
     Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 7.2 1.8 18.1 54.5 12.7 1.8 2.94 
 
Q. 20   Do you have regular personal interaction with the DoL OH&S Inspectorate? 
 
Table 96:   Personal interaction with DoL OH&S Inspectorate 
  Regular interaction with DoL Sector 
  Unsure     Yes      No 
Consultants      1.8     50.9     47.2 
 
Q. 21.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of assuring OH&S?  
 
Table 97:  Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate assuring OH&S 
Response (%) 
     Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 7.2 14.5 45.4 21.8 5.4 1.8 2.32 
 
Q. 22.   On a scale of most insignificant to most significant, how significant is the DoL 
 Inspectorate relative to accident prevention in construction?  
 
Table 98:  Significance of DoL relative to accident prevention in construction 
Response (%) 
    Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Consultants 21.8 12.7 30.9 18.1 7.2 7.2 2.64 
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5.5    The Project Managers Study (Phase 4) 
 
Q.1.   Is your organisation aware of the policy and procedures of the DoL 
 occupational Health and Safety (OH&S) Inspection Services?  
 
Table 99:   Awareness of policies by organisation  
      Aware of policy  Sector 
Unsure   Yes    No 
Project managers    14.2   85.7    0.0 
 
Table 100:   Awareness of procedures by organisation  
Aware of procedures  Sector 
Unsure   Yes    No 
Project managers    7.1   78.5    0.0 
 
Q. 2.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting their duties?  
 
Table 101:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting their duties. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 28.5 0.0 35.7 14.2 14.2   7.1  2.92 
 
Q. 3.  On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the competency of the DoL 
 Inspectors in terms of construction OH&S knowledge and skills.  
 
Table 102:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of OH&S knowledge and skills. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 35.7 7.1 14.2 14.2 21.4 7.1 3.07 
 
Q. 4.   Did the number of DoL inspections increase in 2005 relative to previous years?  
 
Table 103:   Increase in inspections relative to previous years 
      Increase in inspections Sector 
 Unsure      Yes      No 
Project managers    71.4       7.1     21.4 
 
Q. 5.  Did the number of DoL ‘blitz’ inspections increase in 2005 relative to previous 
 years?  
 
Table 104:  Increase in ‘blitz’ inspections relative to previous years 
     Increase in inspections Sector 
 Unsure      Yes      No 
Project managers      71.4       7.1     21.4 
 
Q. 6.  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the current framework of the DoL Inspectorate?   
 
Table 105:  Support for current framework 
Response (%) 
     Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 14.2 0.0 14.2 21.4 35.7 14.2 3.50 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Q. 7.  Has the DoL OH&S Inspectorate ever liaised with your practice relative to 
 construction OH&S?      
 
Table 106:  DoL liaison with your practice 
       Liaison with DoL Sector 
Unsure   Yes    No 
Project managers    7.1   85.7    7.1 
  
Q.7.1  If Yes, was it relative to: design, procurement, or construction? 
 
Table 107:  Design, procurement or construction 
Design, procurement, or construction Sector 
Design Procurement Construction
Project 
managers 
 
      0.0 
 
      0.0 
 
      7.1 
 
Q. 8.  On a scale of 1 (least) to 5 (most), indicate the extent to which aspects are 
 addressed by the DoL inspectors during inspections.  
 
Table 108:  Aspects addressed by DoL inspectors during inspections  
   Least……………….. …Most           Aspects Do  
not    1    2    3    4   5 
Unsure  MS 
8.1   OH&S  0.0   7.1 14.2 14.2 14.2  7.1   35.7 3.00 
8.2 Labour Relations  0.0   0.0   7.1 14.2 35.7  0.0   35.7 3.30 
8.3 Employment Equity  0.0   0.0   7.1 14.2 28.5  0.0   42.8 3.23 
8.4 Basic Conditions of  
Employment 
 
 0.0 
 
  0.0 
 
  7.1 
 
21.4 
 
21.4 
 
 0.0 
       
  42.8 
 
3.15 
8.5 Unemployment Fund  0.0   7.1 21.4 14.2   7.1  0.0   42.8 2.69 
8.6 Compensation for  
Occupational Injuries and  
and Diseases 
 
 
 0.0 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
28.5 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
14.2 
 
 
 0.0 
 
 
  35.7 
 
 
2.69 
8.7 Skills Development   0.0 14.2 14.2 14.2 14.2  0.0   35.7 3.30 
 
Q. 9.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of enforcing legislation.  
 
Table 109:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of enforcing legislation 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 42.8 7.1 21.4 14.2 14.2 0.0 2.78 
 
Q. 10. On a scale of 1 (minor) to 5 (major), indicate the extent to which DoL 
 Inspector’s assess designer performance relative to construction OH&S.  
 
Table 110:  DoL inspectors assessment of consultants’ / practitioners during inspections 
     Minor ………………….... Major 
 
Aspects Do 
not 1 2 3 4 5 
Unsure MS 
10.1 Designer OH&S training 21.4 7.1 14.2 14.2   0.0   0.0     35.7 2.60 
10.2 Effectiveness of the design 
process relative to OH&S 
 
21.4 
 
7.1 
 
14.2 
   
  7.1 
    
  0.0 
  
  0.0 
      
    42.8 
 
2.60 
10.3 The documentation relative to the  
reduction of construction hazards  
during design  
 
 
14.2 
 
 
14.2 
 
 
21.4 
 
 
  0.0 
 
 
   0.0 
 
 
  0.0 
      
 
   42.8 
 
 
2.81 
10.4 Hazard elimination or mitigation  
 during design 
 
14.2 
 
14.2 
 
  7.1 
 
14.2 
 
   0.0 
   
  0.0 
       
   42.8 
 
2.54 
10.5 The communication of information 
on design residual  risks 
 
28.5 
 
0.0 
 
14.2 
 
  7.1 
 
   0.0 
 
  0.0 
     
   42.8 
 
2.77 
10.6 Contributions to the project OH&S  
specification 
 
7.1 
 
21.4 
 
  0.0 
 
21.4 
 
   0.0 
 
  0.0 
       
   42.8 
 
2.50 
 
 
 
 
Q. 11.  On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (good), rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 inspectorate in terms of enforcing action.  
 
Table 111:  Action enforced by DoL inspectors during inspections  
 
            Poor. ……………Good 
 
Action Do 
not     1     2     3     4     5 
Unsure  MS 
11.1 Verbal only    0.0    0.0 14.2 28.5   7.1   7.1     35.7 3.07 
11.2 Written (Letter, Site report)    0.0    0.0   7.1 35.7 14.2   0.0     35.7 3.07 
11.3 Pending further action (Follow  
up visits, Written responses  
from designers) 
 
 
   0.0 
 
 
   7.1 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
35.7 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
  0.0 
 
 
    35.7 
 
 
2.84 
11.4 Possible/Likely Notices    0.0    0.0 14.2 28.5   7.1   0.0     42.8 2.92 
Q. 12.  On a scale of 1 (minor) to 5 (major), indicate the extent to which DoL inspectors 
 assess project management performance relative to construction OH&S.  
 
Table 112:  DoL inspectors assessment of consultants’ / practitioners during inspections 
    Minor ………………….... Major 
 
Aspects Do 
not     1     2     3     4     5 
Unsure  MS 
12.1 Project management OH&S  
training 
 
14.2 
 
35.7 
 
0.0 
 
21.4 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
      92.8
 
2.09 
12.2 Effectiveness of the project  
management process relative  
to OH&S 
 
 
14.2 
 
 
14.2 
 
 
21.4 
 
 
21.4 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
      21.4
 
 
2.36 
12.3 The documentation / audits 
used relative to the reduction of  
construction hazards during  
design 
 
 
 
21.4 
 
 
 
21.4 
 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
 
7.1 
 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
 
      28.5
 
 
 
2.40 
12.4 Hazard elimination or mitigation  
 during design 
 
14.2 
 
28.5 
 
14.2 
 
  7.1 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
      28.5
 
2.09 
12.5 The communication of  
Information on design residual 
risks 
 
 
21.4 
 
 
21.4 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
  7.1 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
0.0 
 
 
      35.7
 
 
2.30 
12.6 Contributions to the project  
OH&S  specification 
 
28.5 
 
21.4 
 
14.2 
 
7.11 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
      21.4
 
2.11 
12.7   Contributions to the project  
OH&S Plan 
 
21.4 
 
28.5 
 
14.2 
 
  7.1 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
      21.4
 
2.00 
12.8 OH&S related interventions  
during procurement 
 
14.2 
 
  7.1 
 
28.5 
 
  7.1 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
      35.7
 
2.45 
12.9 Hazard elimination or mitigation  
during construction 
 
14.2 
 
21.4 
 
14.2 
 
  7.1 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
 
      35.7
 
2.27 
 
Q. 13.  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support  some form of DoL accreditation system based upon contractors 
 OH&S performance.  
 
Table 113:  Support for accreditation system 
Response (%) 
    Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 14.2 0.00 7.1 14.2 7.1 50.0 4.07 
 
Q. 14.  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a 
 reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities?   
 
Table 114:  Support for implementation of incentive scheme. 
Response (%) 
    Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.1 35.7 50.0 4.46 
 
 
  
  
 
Q.15  On a scale of no to major, to what extent have DoL inspections contributed to 
an  improvement in OH&S performance?  
 
Table 115:  Improvement in OH&S performance 
Response (%) 
    Has not ……….......... ……Has 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 28.5 28.5 14.2 0.0 14.2 7.1 3.00 
 
Q. 16.  On a scale of sub-standard to unequalled how does South African OH&S 
 legislation rate relative to ‘better practice’?  
 
Table 116:  OH&S legislation relative to ‘better practice’ 
Response (%) 
     Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 21.4 7.1 14.2 50.0 7.1 0.0 2.78 
 
Q. 17.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of assuring OH&S?  
 
Table 117:  Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate assuring OH&S 
Response (%) 
     Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 21.4 0.0 28.5 28.5 14.2 0.0 2.84 
 
Q. 18.  On a scale of most insignificant to most significant, how significant is the DoL 
 Inspectorate relative to accident prevention in construction?  
 
Table 118:  Significance of DoL relative to accident prevention in construction 
Response (%) 
      Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Project managers 14.2 7.1 28.5 21.4 21.4 0.0 2.76 
 
Q. 19   Do you have regular personal interaction with the DoL OH&S Inspectorate? 
 
Table 119:   Personal interaction with DoL OH&S Inspectorate 
Regular interaction  
with DoL  
Sector 
 Unsure     Yes     No 
Project managers       0.0    14.2    85.7 
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5.6    The Inspector Study (Phase 5) 
 
 
Q. 1.  Indicate your highest academic qualification obtained by recording the related 
 discipline e.g. Environmental Health relative to National Diploma or B Tech. 
 
Table 120:  Highest academic qualification 
Category  No. Percent (%) 
National Certificate    6         27.2 
National Diploma    5         22.7 
National higher Diploma    8         36.3 
Bachelors Degree    2           9.0 
Honours Degree    0           0.0 
Masters Degree    0           0.0 
Doctors Degree    0           0.0 
 
Q. 2.  Please indicate which OH&S courses you have completed. 
 
Table 121:  Courses completed 
 
 
Course Number % Responses 
2.1 Scaffolding  13  9.9 
2.2 Excavations  3  2.2 
2.3 OH&S Representative  8  6.1 
2.4 Hazardous biological agents regulations  8  6.1 
2.5. Diving regulations  4  3.0 
2.6 Major hazardous installation regulations  8  6.1 
2.7 Explosives regulations  2  1.5 
2.8 Construction regulations  10  7.6 
2.9 Asbestos regulations  6  4.5 
2.10 Environmental regulations  6  4.5 
2.11 Facilities regulations  6  4.5 
2.12 Lead regulations  6  4.5 
2.13 Noise-induced hearing loss regulations  6  4.5 
2.14 Driven machinery regulations  5  3.8 
2.15 General machinery regulations  5  3.8 
2.16 OH&S legislation   13  9.9 
2.17 International Labour Office (ILO)  7  5.3 
2.18 SAMTRAC  6  4.5 
2.19 ASTRAC  0  0.0 
2.20 COIDA   9  6.8 
 
Q. 3.  Please indicate your total number of years of construction OH&S Inspector 
 experience. 
 
Table 122:  Total number of years of construction experience 
Years of construction  
Inspector experience 
Category  
(years) 
   % 
<1  13.63 
  1                27.27 
  3                 9.09 
  4                  4.54 
  5                27.27 
  6               9.09 
 10 or more                 9.09 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Q. 4.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting its duties?  
 
Table 123:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting their duties. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 9.0 9.9 9.0 27.2 40.9 4.5 3.22 
 
Q. 5.  On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the competency of the DoL 
 Inspectors in terms of construction OH&S knowledge and skills. 
 
Table 124:  Competency of the DoL in terms of OH&S knowledge and skills. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 0.0 9.0 13.6 40.9 36.3 0.0 3.04  
 
Q. 6.  Did the number of DoL construction inspections increase in 2005 relative to 
 previous years? 
 
Table 125:   Increase in inspections relative to previous years 
      Increase in inspections Sector 
Unsure     Yes      No 
Inspectors     31.8     59.0          9.0 
 
Q. 7.  Did the number of DoL ‘blitz’ inspections increase in 2005 relative to previous 
 years. 
 
Table 126:   Increase in ‘blitz’ inspections relative to previous years 
    Increase in inspections Sector 
Unsure   Yes      No 
Inspectors    22.7   72.7      4.5 
 
Q. 8.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of conducting ’blitz’ inspections? 
 
Table 127:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting ‘blitz’ inspections 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
  MS 
Inspectors 4.5 4.5 18.1 13.6 45.4 13.6 3.45 
 
Q. 9.  On a scale of very poor to very good, how would you rate the appropriateness 
 of the checklists used by the DoL Inspectorate during inspections.  
 
Table 128:  Appropriateness of checklists used by DoL. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Most 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 0.0 0.0 9.0 27.2 54.5 9.0 3.63 
 
Q. 10.  On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the DoL Inspectorate in terms of 
 OH&S liaison and promotion. 
 
Table 129:  DoL in terms of OH&S liaison and promotion. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 0.0 9.0 22.7 36.3 31.8 0.0 2.90  
 
 
  
 
Q. 11.  On a scale of very poor to very good, rate the prevailing culture of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of morale, motivate and satisfaction. 
  
Table 130:  Prevailing culture of DoL 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 4.5 31.8 13.6 36.3 13.6 0.0 2.36 
 
Q. 12.  On a scale of 1 (least) to 5 (major), indicate the extent to which various aspects 
 are addressed by the DoL inspectors during inspections. 
 
Table 131:  Aspects addressed by DoL inspectors during inspections.  
   Least……………….. …Most            Aspects Do not 
   1    2    3    4    5  Unsure  MS 
12.1   OH&S  0.0   4.5   9.0 13.6 31.8 40.9  0.0 3.95 
12.2 Labour Relations  4.5 27.2 18.8 18.8 13.6 13.6  0.0 2.65 
12.3 Employment Equity  0.0 13.6 13.6 27.2 22.7 18.1  0.0 3.19 
12.4 Basic Conditions of  
Employment 
 
 0.0 
 
  4.5 
 
  9.0 
 
22.7 
 
18.1 
 
40.9 
 
 0.0 
 
3.85 
12.5 Unemployment Fund  0.0   4.5 22.7 27.2 22.7 18.1  0.0 3.28 
12.6 Compensation for  
Occupational Injuries and  
and Diseases 
 
 
 4.5 
 
 
  4.5 
 
 
13.6 
 
 
22.7 
 
 
22.7 
 
 
31.8 
 
 
 0.0 
 
 
3.66 
12.7 Skills Development   0.0 40.9 13.6 27.2 13.6   0.0  0.0 2.14 
 
Q. 13.  On a scale of 1 (minor) to 5 (major), indicate the extent to which DoL inspectors 
 assess the following aspects, relative to construction.  
 
Table 132:  DoL inspectors assessment of consultants’ / practitioners during 
inspections 
  Minor ………………….... Major 
 
Aspects Do not 
  1    2    3    4    5 
Unsure MS 
13.1 Designer OH&S training  0.0  4.5 18.1 27.2 18.1 27.2  4.5 3.45 
13.2 Effectiveness of the design       
process relative to OH&S 
 0.0  9.0 18.1 27.2 27.2 13.6  4.5 3.18 
13.3 The documentation relative to the  
reduction of construction hazards  
during design  
 
 
 0.0 
 
 
 4.5 
 
 
27.2 
 
 
18.1 
 
 
22.7 
 
 
22.7 
 
 
 4.5 
 
 
3.31 
13.4 Hazard elimination or mitigation  
 during design 
 
 0.0 
 
 9.0 
 
22.7 
 
22.7 
 
18.1 
 
22.7 
 
 4.5 
 
3.22 
13.5 The communication of information  
on design residual  risks 
 
 4.5 
 
 9.0 
 
18.1 
 
27.2 
 
13.6 
 
22.7 
 
 4.5 
 
3.23 
13.6 Project OH&S specification  4.5  9.0 13.6 22.7 22.7 18.1  9.0 3.28 
13.7 Hazard elimination or mitigation  
during construction 
 
 4.5 
 
 9.0 
 
13.6 
 
13.6 
 
22.7 
 
31.8 
 
 4.5 
 
3.57 
      
Q. 14. On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (good), rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of enforcing action.  
 
Table 133:  Action enforced by DoL inspectors during inspections  
         Poor. ……………Good 
 
Action Do not 
  1    2    3    4    5 
Unsure MS 
14.1 Verbal only    4.5  4.5  22.7 31.8 18.1 13.6      4.5 3.14 
14.2 Written (Letter, Site report)    0.0  0.0    9.0 13.6 36.3 40.9      0.0 4.09 
14.3 Pending further action (Follow  
up visits, Written responses  
from designers) 
 
 
   0.0 
 
 
 4.5 
 
 
 22.7
 
 
  9.0 
 
 
31.8 
 
 
31.8 
 
 
     0.0 
 
 
3.63 
14.4 Possible/Likely Notices    0.0  4.5  13.6 18.1 36.3 27.2      0.0 3.68 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Q. 15   On a scale of 1 (least) to 5 (most), rate the following aspects in terms of their 
 importance to you as an inspector.   
 
Table 134:  Aspects in terms of importance   
 Least …………… Most 
 
Aspects  Do not 
  1    2    3     4    5 
Unsure MS 
15.1 Culture     4.5 18.1   9.0 22.7 31.8 13.6     0.0 3.14 
15.2 OH&S Management System     0.0   0.0   4.5   9.0 45.4 40.9     0.0 4.22 
15.3 Procurement e.g. financial  
allowance for OH&S 
 
    0.0 
 
  4.5
 
  9.0 
 
  9.0 
 
40.9 
 
36.3 
 
    0.0 
 
3.95 
15.4 Resources     0.0   0.0 13.6 13.6 27.2 40.9     0.0 4.00 
15.5 Site layout     0.0   4.5   9.0 27.2 22.7 36.3     0.0 3.77 
15.6 OH&S appointments     0.0   0.0   0.0 31.8 18.1 45.4     0.0 4.14 
15.7 OH&S inspections by Contractors     0.0   4.5   0.0 22.7 27.2 45.4     0.0 4.09 
15.8 Worker behaviour     0.0   4.5   4.5   4.5 31.8 50.0     0.0 4.23 
15.9 Conditions on site     0.0   0.0   9.0 13.6 27.2 50.0     0.0 4.18 
15.10 Welfare facilities     0.0 13.6   4.5   9.0 40.9 31.8     0.0 3.72 
15.11 OH&S meetings and minutes     0.0   0.0   4.5 13.6 45.4 36.3     0.0 4.13 
15.12 OH&S education / training     0.0   0.0   9.0   4.5 27.2 59.0     0.0 4.36 
15.13 Accountability for OH&S     0.0   0.0   9.0   0.0 31.8 59.0     0.0 4.40 
15.14 Responsibility for OH&S     0.0   0.0   9.0 27.2 63.6   0.0     0.0 4.45 
15.15 Accident investigations     0.0   0.0   4.5   4.5 13.6 77.2     0.0 4.63 
15.16 Compliance (general)     0.0   4.5   4.5   4.5 9.0 77.2     0.0 4.50 
15.17 Better practice (beyond compliance)     4.5   0.0   4.5   4.5 22.7 59.0     0.0 4.50 
 
Q. 16  Have the DoL OH&S Inspectors liaised with contractors relative to construction 
 OH&S?     
  
Table 135:  DoL OH&S Inspectorate liaison with contractors 
DoL liaison with contractorsSector 
Unsure    Yes    No 
Inspectors    27.2    68.1    4.5 
 
Q. 16.1 If Yes, was it relative to: design, procurement, or construction? 
 
Table 136:  Design, procurement or construction 
Design, procurement, or construction Sector 
     Design   Procurement   Construction 
Inspectors          0.0           0.0         63.6 
 
Q. 17  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the current framework of the DoL Inspectorate?   
 
Table 137:  Support for current framework 
Response (%) 
    Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 0.0 4.5 13.6 31.8 36.3 13.6 3.40 
 
Q. 18  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of enforcing legislation.  
 
Table 138:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of enforcing legislation 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 0.0 4.5 31.8 27.2 22.7 13.6 3.09 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Q. 19 On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support some form of DoL accreditation system based upon contractors OH&S 
 performance.  
 
Table 139:  Support for accreditation system 
Response (%) 
     Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 9.0 0.0 0.0 54.5 27.2 9.0 3.45 
      
Q. 20 On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you 
 support the implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a 
 reduction in OH&S injuries and fatalities?   
 
Table 140:  Support for implementation of incentive scheme. 
Response (%) 
    Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 4.5 0.0 4.5 13.6 50.0 27.2 4.00 
 
Q.21  On a scale of no to major, have DoL inspections contributed to an 
 improvement in OH&S performance?  
 
Table 141:   Improvement in OH&S performance 
Response (%) 
    Has not ……….......... ……Has 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 4.5 0.0 13.6 22.7 50.0 9.0 3.54 
 
Q. 22  On a scale of sub-standard to unequalled how does South African OH&S 
 legislation rate relative to ‘better practice’?  
 
Table 142:  OH&S legislation relative to ‘better practice’ 
Response (%) 
     Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 18.8 9.0 31.8 22.7 18.1 0.0 2.68 
 
Q. 23  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL 
 Inspectorate in terms of assuring OH&S?  
 
Table 143:  Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate assuring OH&S 
Response (%) 
      Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 0.0 4.5 9.0 54.5 22.7 9.0 3.22 
 
Q. 24 On a scale of most insignificant to most significant, how significant is the DoL 
 Inspectorate relative to accident prevention in construction?  
 
Table 144:  Significance of DoL relative to accident prevention in construction 
Response (%) 
      Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 MS 
Inspectors 0.0 0.0 18.1 22.7 31.8 27.2 3.68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q. 25  On a scale of 1 (minor) to 5 (major), what impact would the current / potential 
 DoL methodologies / strategies have in terms of improving construction 
 OH&S?   
 
 Table 145:  Impact of potential methodologies / strategies in terms of improving OH&S 
 
     Minor ………………….... Major 
 
Methodologies / Strategies Do 
not     1     2     3     4    5 
Unsure MS 
25.1 Inspections 0.0   0.0  18.1 18.1  22.7 40.9    0.0 3.86 
25.2 Assessment of overall  
performance 
0.0   0.0  22.7 31.8  31.8 13.6    0.0 3.36 
25.3 Auditing of OH&S systems 0.0   0.0 22.7 13.6  40.9 18.1    4.5 3.54 
25.4 Prohibition of work 0.0   0.0 18.1 18.1  22.7 36.3    4.5 3.77 
25.5 Investigations 0.0   0.0   4.5 22.7  40.9 31.8    0.0 4.00 
25.6 Enforcement 0.0   0.0   9.0   9.0  31.8 40.0    0.0 3.86 
25.7 Penalties / Fines 0.0   9.0 13.6   9.9  22.7 40.9    4.5 3.72 
25.8 Accreditation of contractors 0.0   4.5 18.1 22.7  27.2 18.1    4.5 3.38 
25.9 Incentives 0.0   4.5 18.1 27.2  18.1 27.2    4.5 3.45 
25.10 Review of client interventions 0.0   4.5 18.1 18.1  36.3 13.6    9.0 3.36 
25.11 Review of designer  
interventions 
   
0.0 
 
  4.5 
 
22.7 
 
13.6 
 
 36.6 
 
13.6 
 
   4.5 
 
3.33 
25.12 Other 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    0.0   0.0    0.0 0.00 
25.13 Other 0.0   0.0   0.0   0.0    0.0   0.0    0.0 0.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANNEXURE 6 
 
 
 
 
      PHASE 6 
 
 
 
 
COVERING LETTER 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE – DESIGNERS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
26 September 2007 
 
Dear Designer 
 
Re: Designers’ perceptions of the Department of Labour (DoL) Occupational 
Health and Safety (OH&S) Inspectorate  
 
Attached please find a questionnaire ‘Designers’ perceptions of the DoL OH&S’. 
 
I am currently undertaking a D Tech (Construction Management) study at the Nelson 
Mandela Metropolitan University, which is investigating the effectiveness of the DoL 
OH&S inspectorate relative to South African construction. The findings of this study 
will provide insight into the development of a model for the OH&S Inspectorate and 
therefore your response is critical.  
 
The questionnaire should not take more than fifteen minutes to complete, and I would 
be grateful if you would complete the questionnaire and return it by the 15 October 2007 
to: 
 
Attention: Franco Geminiani 
Department of Building and Quantity Surveying 
P O Box 77000 
Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University 
Port Elizabeth 
6031 
 
or per facsimile to (041) 5049203 or 5043491 (preferably per facsimile).  
 
Should you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me at: 
(041) 5043203 or per e-mail fl.geminiani@nmmu.ac.za 
 
Please note that your response will be treated confidentially and feedback will be 
provided in the form of a report circulated to the sample stratum. 
 
Thanking you in anticipation of your response 
 
 
 
Franco Geminiani 
Senior Lecturer: Department of Building and Quantity Surveying 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
                               CONFIDENTIAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
DESIGNERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOUR
(DoL) OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY (OH&S) 
INSPECTORATE 
 
INSTRUCTIONS  
` 
? Please complete all the questions. 
? Please complete the questionnaire by placing ticks in the appropriate blocks or by responding as the 
questions may indicate. 
? Please note the ‘Unsure’ response blocks. 
                   
 
1.  Please identify your stakeholder group:  
 
Architect Consulting Engineer Other 
 
If ‘Other’, please specify:   
 
 
2.   Is your organisation aware of the following documents relative to the DoL Occupational Health 
 and Safety (OH&S) Inspection Services?  
 
Document      Yes       No   Unsure 
DoL OH&S Policy    
DoL OH&S Procedures    
 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 Construction regulations    
   
3.  On a scale of very unfamiliar to very familiar, how familiar are you with the designer r
 provisions of the Construction Regulations?     
  
Very unfamiliar Unfamiliar Average Familiar Very familiar   Unsure 
 
4.  On a scale of very unfamiliar to very familiar, how familiar are you with the designer r
 provisions of the Occupational Health and Safety Act?       
       
Very unfamiliar Unfamiliar Average Familiar Very familiar   Unsure 
 
5.  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL Inspectorate in terms of 
 conducting their duties relative to designers and contractors?  
        
Stakeholder Very  
ineffective 
Ineffective Average Effective Very 
 effective 
Unsure 
Designers       
Contractors       
 
6.    On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you support the current 
 framework of the DoL Inspectorate?   
        
Strongly oppose Oppose Neutral Support Strongly support  Unsure 
 
7.   Has the DoL OH&S Inspectorate ever liased with your practice relative to construction OH&S?     
 
  Yes No Unsure 
   
 
7.1  If Yes, was it relative to: design, procurement, or construction? 
 
  Design Procurement Construction Unsure 
    
  
  
 
7.1.1 If ‘Design’, please elaborate:   
 
 
  7.1.2   If ‘Procurement’, please elaborate: 
 
 
7.1.3   If ‘Construction’, please elaborate: 
 
 
 
8.     On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL   
 Inspectorate in terms of design and construction.         
 
Process Very  
ineffective 
Ineffective Average Effective Very 
effective 
Unsure 
Design       
Construction        
    
9.  On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you support  some form o
 accreditation system based upon contractors OH&S performance.  
 
Strongly oppose Oppose Average Support Strongly support  Unsure 
 
 10.    On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you support the   
  implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a reduction in OH&S injuries and  
  fatalities?   
 
Strongly oppose Oppose Average Support Strongly support  Unsure 
 
11.   On a scale of no to major, to what extent have DoL inspections contributed to an improvement in 
  H&S in terms of design (designing for construction H&S) and construction?  
        
 
Process No Minor Moderate Substantial Major Unsure 
Design       
Construction       
 
 12.   On a scale of sub-standard to unequalled how does South African OH&S legislation rate 
 relative to design and construction?  
       
Process Sub - 
standard 
Inferior Equal Superior Unequalled Unsure 
Design       
Construction        
 
13.   On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL Inspectorate in terms  
 of assuring OH&S?  
 
Very ineffective Ineffective Average Effective Very effective Unsure 
 
14.   On a scale of most insignificant to most significant, how significant is the DoL Inspectorate 
 relative to accident prevention in construction?  
 
Most  
insignificant Insignificant Average Significant 
Most  
significant Unsure 
 
  
 
 
   
 
  
 
15.    On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (good), rate the effectiveness of the DoL inspectorate in terms of  
 enforcing action.  
 
 Poor. ……………Good
 
Action Unsure 
15.1 Verbal only       
15.2 Written (Letter, Site report)       
15.3 Pending further action (Follow up visits,  
Written responses from designers) 
      
15.4 Possible/Likely Notices       
 
16.    On a scale of 1 (minor) to 5 (major), indicate the extent to which DoL inspectors assess designer 
  performance relative to construction OH&S.  
 
Minor ………….. Major Aspects Do 
not 1 2 3 4 5 
Unsure 
16.1 Designer OH&S competency        
16.2 Effectiveness of the design 
process relative to construction 
 
 
      
16.3 The documentation / audits used  
relative to the reduction of  
construction hazards during  
design  
 
 
      
16.4 Hazard elimination or mitigation  
 during design   
       
16.5 The communication of information  
on residual  risks 
       
16.6 Contributions to the project OH&S  
specification 
       
16.7 Contributions to the project OH&S  
 plan 
       
16.8 OH&S related interventions during 
procurement e.g. assessment of  
contractor financial provision for  
OH&S 
       
Provision of H&S information        
Hazard elimination or mitigation  
during construction 
       
16.9 
16.10 
 
 
16.11 
 
OH&S implications of variation  
orders 
       
          
17.    On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (good), rate the effectiveness of the DoL inspectorate in terms of  
 enforcing action.  
 
    Poor. ……………Good 
 
Action 
 1   2   3   4   5 
Unsure 
17.1 Verbal only       
17.2 Written (Letter, Site report)       
17.3 Pending further action (Follow up visits,  
Written responses from designers) 
      
17.4 Possible/Likely Notices       
 
18.     Do you as a designer ever contribute to ensuring that Principal contractors make provision for  
 OH&S costs?  
  
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
19.  Do you as a designer ever provide Principal contractors with any information that might affect 
 OH&S. 
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
20.    Do you as a designer ever stop work that is not in accordance with the design? 
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
21.   Do you as a designer contribute to ensuring that sufficient OH&S information is provided and that  
  Principal Contractors have the requisite resources where changes to the design or construction  
  are made? 
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
22.     On a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (always), do you make available all relevant information about the  
 design relative to the following aspects:  
 
    Never. ……..…Always Unsure 
 
Action Do 
not   1   2   3   4 5  
22.1 Soil investigation report        
22.2 Design loadings of the structure        
22.3 Methods and sequence of  
construction 
 
 
      
22.4 Inform Principal contractor of any 
known or anticipated dangers or  
hazards required for the safe  
execution  of the works 
       
22.5 Modify the design or make use of  
substitute materials where the  
design necessitates the use of  
dangerous structural or material hazardous 
to OH&S 
 
 
 
 
 
      
22.6 Consider ergonomics throughout  
all phases of projects 
 
 
      
                                                                                                                                                                          
23.   Have you ever fulfilled the function of Client Appointed Agent in terms of the Construction 
 Regulations? 
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
If ‘Yes’; 
 
23.1 Do you as a designer ever ensure, or contribute to ensuring that Principal Contractors make  
 provision for OH&S costs? 
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
23.2    Do you as designer ever appoint Principal Contractors for projects? 
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
23.3    Do you as designer ensure that Principal Contractors implement their OH&S plans?                
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
 
  
 
23.4    Do you as designer ever stop work that is not in accordance with OH&S plans?  
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
23.5    Do you as designer ensure that sufficient OH&S information is provided and that Principal 
 Contractors have the requisite resources where changes to the design or construction is made?  
 
Yes No Unsure 
   
 
24.  On a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (always),  do you have regular personal interaction with the DoL 
OH&S Inspectorate?  
 
Never Rarely Seldom Often Very often Unsure 
 
24.1   If ‘Yes’; please give a brief explanation of your perception of the current DoL OH&S inspectorate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24.2   If ‘No’; please state your reason / perception why there is no regular personal interaction.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CONTACT DETAILS  
 
Practice ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Address ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone No ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Facsimile No ______________________________________________________________ 
 
Cellular No  ______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
              THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONTRIBUTION DIRECTED TOWARDS 
                        
                         IMPROVING CONSTRUCTION HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
                                        Copyright: Franco Geminiani – 2007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
5.7  The Designer Study (Phase 6) 
 
Q.1    Please identify your stakeholder group:  
 
Table 146:  Total number of designer responses 
Category  No. Percent 
(%) 
Architect        19            24.0 
Consulting 
Engineer 
  
    55 
 
        69.6 
Other        5           6.3 
Total        79       100.0 
 
Q.2    Is your organisation aware of the following documents relative to the DoL Occupational 
 Health and Safety (OH&S) Inspection Services?  
 
Table 147:   Awareness of policies by organisation  
  Aware of policy  Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers     17.7      62.0        18.9 
 
Table 148:   Awareness of procedures by organisation  
 
Aware of procedures  Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers     10.1     67.0     21.5 
 
Table 149:   Awareness of construction regulations by organisation  
 
Aware of Construction 
regulations 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers     3.79      84.8     10.1 
 
Q.3   On a scale of very unfamiliar to very familiar, how familiar are you with the designer related 
 provisions of the Construction Regulations?    
 
Table 150:  Familiar with the related provisions of the construction regulations 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
MS 
Designers 0.0 2.5 13.9 27.8 36.7 18.9 3.5 
 
Q.4   On a scale of very unfamiliar to very familiar, how familiar are you with the designer related 
 provisions of the Occupational Health and Safety Act?       
       
Table 151:  Familiar with the related provisions of the OH&S act 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 1.2 2.5 17.7 34.1 31.6 11.3 3.3  
Q.5    On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL Inspectorate in  
 terms of conducting their duties relative to designers and contractors?  
 
Table 152:  Effectiveness of the DoL conducting their duties. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 27.8 30.3 26.5 10.1 3.7 0.0 2.1 
Contractors 20.2 11.3 21.5 25.3 8.8 0.0 2.5 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 Q.6    On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you support the  
  current framework of the DoL Inspectorate?  
 
  Table 153:   Support for current framework 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 20.2 2.5 6.3 30.3 32.9 5.0 3.3 
Q.7   Has the DoL OH&S Inspectorate ever liaised with your practice relative to construction 
 OH&S?      
 
Table 154:   DoL OH&S Inspectorate liaison relative to contractors 
  DoL liaison relative to contractors Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers 6.3 8.8 82.2 
 
Q. 7.1  If Yes, was it relative to: design, procurement, or construction? 
 
Table 155:    Design, procurement or construction 
  Design, procurement, or construction Sector 
Design Procurement Construction
Designers       3.7       0.0      3.7 
 
Q.8  On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, rate the effectiveness of the DoL  
Inspectorate in terms of design and construction.  
 
Table 156:  Effectiveness of the DoL in terms of design and construction. 
Response (%) 
Not ……………………... Very 
Sector 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 30.3 25.3 29.1 11.3 1.2 0.0 2.1 
Contractors 20.2 10.1 21.5 20.2 13.9 0.0 2.6  
   
Q.9   On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you support some  
  form of DoL accreditation system based upon contractors OH&S performance.  
 
  Table 157:  Support for accreditation system 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 6.3 5.0 7.5 18.9 40.5 18.9 3.6 
 
 
Q.10    On a scale of strongly oppose to strongly support, to what extent do you support the  
  implementation of a DoL incentive scheme which recognises a reduction in OH&S injuries  
  and fatalities?   
 
  Table 158:  Support for incentive system 
Response (%) 
Do not …………...... ……….Do 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 3.7 3.7 3.7 11.3 44.3 30.3 3.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Q.11   On a scale of no to major, to what extent have DoL inspections contributed to an   
  improvement in OH&S in terms of design (designing for construction (H&S) and   
  construction?  
        
  Table 159:   Improvement in OH&S in terms of design and construction  
Response (%) 
Has not ……….......... ……Has 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 20.2 29.1 26.5 15.1   7.5 1.2 2.2 
Contractors 13.9 15.1 15.1 21.5 22.7 1.2 2.7 
 
 
Q.12   On a scale of sub-standard to unequalled how does South African OH&S legislation  
 rate relative to design and construction?  
       
Table 160:  OH&S legislation relative to design and construction 
Response (%) 
Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 34.1 5.0 17.7 32.9   7.5 1.2 2.8 
Contractors 26.5 3.7 13.9 32.9 11.3 0.0 2.8   
 
Q.13   On a scale of very ineffective to very effective, how effective is the DoL Inspectorate in  
 terms of assuring OH&S?  
 
  Table161:  Effectiveness of DoL Inspectorate assuring OH&S 
Response (%) 
Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 22.7 5.0 40.5 24.0 6.3 1.2 2.5 
 
Q.14   On a scale of most insignificant to most significant, how significant is the DoL   
 Inspectorate relative to accident prevention in construction?  
 
  Table 162:  Significance of DoL relative to accident prevention in construction 
Response (%) 
Not ………................ ……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 17.7 8.8 29.1 21.5 17.7 5.0 2.8 
 
Q.15    On a scale of 1 (poor) to 5 (good), rate the effectiveness of the DoL inspectorate in terms of 
 enforcing action.  
 
         Table 163:  Effectiveness of DoL in terms of enforcing action 
 Poor. …………………..…Good 
 
Action 
1 2 3 4 5 
Unsure MS 
15.1 Verbal only 24.0 11.3 13.9    7.5    3.7     39.2 2.44 
15.2 Written (Letter, Site report) 24.0 11.3 13.9    7.5    3.7     39.2 2.55 
15.3 Pending further action (Follow  
Up visits, Written responses  
From designers) 
 
 
24.0 
 
 
15.1 
 
 
10.1 
 
 
  10.1
 
 
   1.2 
 
     
    37.9 
 
 
2.48   
15.4 Possible/Likely Notices 21.5 15.1 10.1   10.1    1.2     39.2 2.53 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
Q.16    On a scale of 1 (minor) to 5 (major), indicate the extent to which DoL inspectors assess  
  designer performance relative to construction OH&S.  
 
           Table 164:  DoL inspectors assess designer performance relative to construction OH&S 
Minor ………………….... Major Aspects Do 
not 1 2 3 4 5 
Unsure MS 
16.1 Designer OH&S  
competency 
 46.8 11.3 11.3   2.5   1.2   0.0   21.5 2.31 
16.2 Effectiveness of the 
 design 
process relative to  
construction 
 
 
 40.5 
 
 
12.6 
 
 
13.9 
 
 
  2.5 
 
 
 1.2 
 
 
  0.0 
 
 
   24.0 
 
 
2.30 
16.3 The documentation /  
audits used relative to the  
reduction of construction  
hazards during design  
 
 
 
 36.7 
 
 
 
16.4 
 
 
 
11.3 
 
 
 
  5.0 
 
 
 
 3.7 
 
 
 
  0.0 
 
 
 
   21.5 
 
 
 
 2.30  
16.4 Hazard elimination or  
 mitigation during design   
 
 41.7 
 
13.9 
 
  8.8 
 
3  .7 
 
 5.0 
 
  0.0 
 
   20.2 
 
2.39 
16.5 The communication  
of information on residual  
risks 
 
 
 37.9 
 
 
11.3 
 
 
11.3 
 
 
  6.3 
 
 
 3.7 
 
 
  0.0 
 
 
      22.7
 
 
2.45 
16.6 Contributions to the project 
OH&S specification 
 
 39.2 
 
10.1 
 
  6.3 
 
12.6 
 
 2.5 
 
  0.0 
 
      24.0
 
2.56 
16.7 Contributions to the project  
 OH&S plan 
 
 35.4 
 
10.1 
 
  8.8 
 
11.3 
 
 5.0 
 
  0.0 
 
      22.7
 
2.58 
16.8 OH&S related interventions 
during procurement e.g.  
assessment of contractor  
financial provision for  
OH&S 
 
 
 
 39.2 
 
 
 
12.6 
 
 
 
  7.5 
 
 
 
  7.5 
 
 
 
 2.5 
 
 
 
  0.0 
 
 
 
     25.3 
 
 
 
2.45 
Provision of H&S  
information 
 32.9   8.8   7.5 18.9  1.2   0.0      24.0 2.62 
Hazard elimination or  
mitigation during  
construction 
 
 
 30.3 
 
 
11.3 
 
 
  5.0 
 
 
13.9 
 
 
 7.5 
 
 
  0.0 
 
 
     26.5 
 
 
2.68 
16.9 
16.10 
 
 
16.11 
 OH&S implications of  
variation orders 
 
 40.5 
  
  5.0 
 
10.1 
   
  8.8 
 
 2.5 
 
  1.2 
 
     0.00 
 
2.72 
          
Q.17     Do you as a designer ever contribute to ensuring that Principal contractors make provision 
 OH&S costs?  
  
Table 165:   Ensure that principal contractors make provision for OH&S costs by organisation  
 
Provision for OH&S  
costs 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       2.5      83.5     12.6 
 
Q.18    Do you as a designer ever provide Principal contractors with any information that might  
 affect OH&S. 
 
Table 166:   Provide principal contractors with information that affects OH&S   
 
Provide Principal contractor
information affecting  
costs 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       3.7      81.0     13.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Q.19    Do you as a designer ever stop work that is not in accordance with the design? 
 
Table 167:   Provide principal contractors with information that affects OH&S   
 
Stop work not in accordance Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       2.5      83.5      7.5 
 
Q.20   Do you as a designer contribute to ensuring  that sufficient OH&S information is provided  
  and that Principal Contractors have the requisite resources where changes to the design  
  or construction are made? 
 
Table 168:   Provide principal contractors with information that affects OH&S   
 
Ensure sufficient  
OH&S information 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       7.5      70.8     18.9 
 
Q.22     On a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (always), do you make available all relevant information about  
 the design relative to the following aspects:  
 
         Table 169:  Relevant information about the design relative to aspects 
 Never. …………..…..…Always Unsure 
 
Action Do 
not 1 2 3 4 5  
22.1 Soil investigation report    5.0   2.5 11.3 13.9 13.9 60.7         0.0 
22.2 Design loadings of the  
Structure 
 
   5.0 
 
  6.3 
 
  8.8 
 
13.9 
 
15.1 
 
43.0 
 
        0.0 
22.3 Methods and sequence of  
construction 
 
   7.5 
 
  5.0 
 
  8.8 
 
32.9 
 
22.7 
 
20.2 
 
        0.0 
22.4 Inform Principal contractor of  
any known or anticipated  
dangers or hazards required  
for the safe execution of the  
works 
 
 
 
 
   1.2 
 
 
 
 
  1.2 
 
 
 
 
  1.2 
 
 
 
 
10.1 
 
 
 
 
27.8 
 
 
 
 
55.6 
 
 
 
 
        0.0 
22.5 Modify the design or make use     
of substitute materials where 
the design necessitates the 
use of dangerous structural or  
material hazardous to OH&S 
 
 
 
   3.7 
 
 
 
 
  1.2 
 
 
 
16.4 
 
 
 
26.5 
 
 
 
45.5 
 
 
 
  2.5 
 
 
 
        0.0 
22.6 Consider ergonomics 
throughout all phases of  
projects 
 
   2.5 
 
 
  2.5 
 
12.6 
 
21.5 
 
25.3 
 
27.8 
 
        5.0 
                                                                                                                                                                          
Q.23   Have you ever fulfilled the function of Client Appointed Agent in terms of the Construction 
 Regulations? 
 
Table 170:   Fulfilled function of client appointed agent in terms of the construction regulations   
 
Function of client  
appointed agent 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers 3.7 43.0        50.6 
 
If ‘Yes’; 
 
Q.23.1   Do you as a designer ever ensure, or contribute to ensuring that Principal Contractors  
 make provision for OH&S costs? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
Table 171:   Ensure that principal contractors make provision for OH&S   
 
Ensure principal  
contractors make  
provision for OH&S  
costs 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers 1.2 53.1       8.8 
 
Q.23.2  Do you as designer ever appoint Principal Contractors for projects? 
 
Table 172:   Appoint principal contractors for projects  
 
Appoint principal  
contractors 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       1.2     67.0       20.2 
 
Q.23.3   Do you as designer ensure that Principal Contractors implement their OH&S plans?              
 
Table 173:   Ensure that principal contractors implement OH&S plans    
 
Ensure principal  
contractors implement  
OH&S plans 
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       2.5      69.6       17.7 
 
Q.23.4 Do you as designer ever stop work that is not in accordance with OH&S plans?  
 
Table 174:   Stop work not in accordance with OH&S plans   
 
Stop work not in accordance 
with OH&S plans   
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       8.8      60.7       18.9 
 
Q.23.5  Do you as designer ensure that sufficient OH&S information is provided and that Principal  
 Contractors have the requisite resources where changes to the design or construction is  
 made?  
 
Table 175:   Ensure that sufficient OH&S information is provided and that principal contractors  
                    have requisite resources 
 
Ensure sufficient information i
provided and that principal 
contractors have requisite  
resources  
Sector 
Unsure Yes No 
Designers       5.0      67.0       17.7 
 
Q.25   On a scale of 1 (never) to 5 (always),  do you have regular personal interaction with the DoL 
 OH&S Inspectorate?  
 
  Table 176:  Regular personal interaction with the DoL Inspectorate 
Response ( %) 
Not ………................……Very 
Category 
 
Unsure 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
MS 
Designers 1.2 62.0 20.2 6.3 3.7 3.7 1.63  
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